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7 ’roject SPKRUCE

Project SPRUCE sought to increase employability of

insurace claimants who seemed likely to exhaus. their benefit rights
without definite prospects of finding work. These persons were seen
to be in need of special services because of some remediable
inadequacy or problem but ineligible for the various programs
intended primarily for the hardlcore disadvantaged. .Counseling,
testing, job referral, search plan assistance, and training were
among the exira services used. A test group of 482 claimants in their
13th to 19th week of benefit status was conpared with a similar
control group of 542 between April and December 1970 in Buffalo, New
York. There is indication of a clear and enduring effect on
post-SPRUCE employment status, .At the end of a six month followup
intexval 55 0/0 of the experimental group were employed, compared
with 46 0/0 of the control groip. It cannot be shown with certainty,

however, that SPRUCE reduced the duration of benefit:s,
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Preface

Since the inception of the federal-state unemploy-
ment insurance system in 1935, ways have been proposed
to Congress periodically to remodel and improve it to
meet the changing needs of a changing economy. In 1968
a new program called Special Program of Rehabilitation
for Unemployment Compensation Exhaustees (SPRUCE)
was drafted, which could, it was thought, enable the sys-
tem to better cope with the needs of insured workers
who exverience long-term unemployment.

In a period when employers were hard-pressed for
workers—while, at the same time, many unemployed
workers were collecting unemployment insurance (UI)
benefits long enough to exhaust their benefit rights—it
became essential to ask whether something needed to be
done to better fit the exhaustee for reemployment. The

proposition was put forward that the longterm Ul claim--

ant was entitled to be regarded as a “disadvantaged”
person, either because of some undetected personal hand-
icap to employment or because mandated priorities to
serve other special groups of jobseekers kept the Em-
ployment Service from attending to his need.

To test this proposition, an Experimental and Devel-
opment Project was authorized to determine the feasihil-
ity of identifying prospective exhaustees before exhaustion,

O
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ascertaining what kinds of handicaps they present, and
measuring ihe eflcctiveness of special services in restor-
ing themn to the employed work force.

It was hoped that SPRUCE, because of the special
and more intensive service it offered, would be effective
in reducing the number of UI recipients who ultimately
exhaust their benefits, and in increasing the number who
subsequently maintain employment status. While our
Project experience has yielded other instructive findings
also, the major question that we have sought to answer
is, What weuld be the impact of SPRUCE on the return
to employment of potential UI exhaustees?

When the Project began, the economy was already
slackening visibly, so that there was no longer the assur-
ance that restoration of employability would mean resto-
ration to employment. Because of this limiiation on job
placement, Project experience should be evaluated in
terms of what SPRUCE can accomplish in a period of
rising unemployment.

This report of the Project is presented in two vol-
umes: the present one describing the Project and its
principal findings, and a supplement comtaining a hand-
book on administrative problems and two manuals on op-
erating procedures and on staff training.



- Project SPRUCE
- Fact Sheet

Operating Agency: New York State Department of Labor
State Office Campus, Building No. 12
Albany, New York 12201

* Funding Agency: Marpower Administration—U.S. Department of Labor
Project Location: Buffaln, New York
Project Dates: Phase I —Planning and Trial Run, August 18, 1969—March 28, 1970

Phase {I —Full-scale uperations, March 30—December 31, 1970
Phase 11I—Followup, January 4—September 30, 1971

Program Description: To determine and furnish extra employability services needed by unemploy-
ment insurance claimant; who seem likely to exhaust their benefit rights, so as to help them

take advantage of available job opportunities.

Statistical Data:

Average weekly claimant load during intake period (3/4—9/4,/70) 6,758
Number of claimants screened (certifying for 11th—18th week) 4,277
Number enrolled in Project 1,024
Test group (SSA numbers ending in even digit) 482
Cont- ! group (SSA numbers ending in odd digit) 542
Test Control
Employability classification at intake:  Job ready 347 393
Not job ready 135 149
Number receiving specified services beyond interviews 381 236
Counseling 136 61
Testing 39 20
Training 54 9
Vocativnal rehabilitation (medical) 20 3
Other rehabilitation (educational) 6 3
Job-search assistance 212 —
Job development 112 58
Job referral 219 184
Job piacement 70 32
Termination status
Exhausted benefit rights 313 391
Started work 109 107
Benefit year expired 16 15
Disqualified 5 2
Moved away, died, or unkno +n reascn 19 27
Not terminated, still in t-aining as of September 30, 1971 20 —
Number employed at followup intervals
3 weeks after terminatior. 184 169
13 weeks after termination 180 191
26 weeks after termination 183 186
Special Features: Expurimental scale for prediction of insurance exhaustion.

Use of Social Security data for longitudinal earnings followup.

v
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Introduction

Project SPRUCE was conducted in Buffale, New
York. After a period of planning and a trial run, the
main operation began in April and continued t.arough
December 1970. The purpese of the Project was -o test
the proposition that claimants who seem likely to ex-
haust their unemployment insurance (Ul) benefit rights
are in need of extra services to enable them to take ad-
vantage of job opportunities.

The reasoning was that workers with enough 1ecent
covered empleyment to qualify for UI benefits, but who
remain unemployed until their benefit rights are ex-
hausted, may be having difficulty in obtaining jobs be-
cause of some remediable inadequacy or problem. Such
claimants may need training. guidance, relocation, -edi-
cal help, or other rehabilitative service to enable thein to
obtain new jobs, However, being recently employed, they
may be overlooked by the various programs intended
primarily for the hard-core disadvantaged.

The SPRUCE concept originated during the pe-
riod of tight Iabor-market conditions when employers
were hard-pressed for workers, and manpower programs
to make various disadvantaged groups more employable
were flourishing. Despite the fact that the Project began
during an economic recession which nullified the major
premise of plentiful job opportunities, it undertook i0
determine whether claimants beyond their 13th week of
UI benefits could be helped 1o become reemployed be-
fore exhausting their benefit rights (26 weeks) or, at
any rate, sooner than similar claimants not receiving
extra help.

Q
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The 1,024 UI claimants selected for the Project
were divided, according to whether their Social Security
numbers were odd or even, into a Test group of 482 and
a Control group of 542. The selection was limited to
claimants in their 13th to 19th week of benefit status. In
order to allow sufficient time for initiating SPRUCE
services before exhaustion of benefits, only those certify-
ing up to the 19th benefit check at time of enrollment
were accepted. From among !aimants in their 13th to
19th week of benefit status, selection was made of those
over 21 and under 65 years of age who did not have def-
inite prospects of jobs and who were not involved in spe-
cial placement arrangements with trade unic ns,

The Project Office was staffed from both the Unem-
ployment Insurance Bureau and the State Employment
Service (ES). It handled the weekly Ul claims process-
ing for beth the Test and the Control groups. It also
provided SPRUCE-enriched ES services to the Test
group claimants. Control group claimants, on the other
hand, continued to report to regular ES Local Offices for
the usual ES services,

Post-SPRUCE followup for subsequent employment-
status information was done by the Project Office on
claimants in both groups, at intervals of 3 weeks, 13
weeks, and 26 weeks after claim termination or place-
ment or completion of special service. The followups
were conducted through mail questionnaires. Nonrespon-
dents were ccotacted by telephone and home visits as
needed. The overall response rates were very high—over
90 percent for each followup interval.
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Summary.

The major findings of the Project relate to differ-
ences in the ES services provided to Test and Control
claimants, in the exhaustion rates of the two groups, and
in their post-SPRUCE employment status.

Services

Four months after the Project’s main operation, a
check of ES records produced the following summary of
services furnished to the Test and Control groups, respec-
tively: »

SPRUCE Regular local
office aoffice
Service —
' Teost Control
ciawm- Percent claim- Percent
ants ants
Total ... ....... . 482 1009, 542 1009,

lo-depih <nter ews..... 4485+ 93 b —_
No service bewond

registvation or en- '

rollment. ... ..... 101 ¢ 21 306 56
Counseling. . .. ...... 136 28 61 11

Joeung...... e 39 8 20 4
Tralnmg ........ e 54 11 9 2
Yocational ein:bilita-

tion (medicali). ... ... 20 4 3 1
Other rehabilitation

(educaticn)...... e 6 1 3 1
Jobsearch. assistance. . . 212 44 . b —
Joby di-velopment. . ... .o 112 23 58 11
Job rrferral........ ve.. 210 45 184 34
Pleccnent. ... . e 0 15 32 6

a. Thirtysfour persons terminated their «laims before in. dcplh interview
ceald be arranged.
b. Available only to Tert group.
e. Includey 33 persons who did not have in-depth interviewe.
Note: The sum of the items ds the total b some clai
more than one service.

ts received

The figures show clcarly that, without the special at-
tention made available by Project SPRUCE, 5G percent
of the Control group received no services beyond iegis-
tering and visiting at the regular Local Offices. On the
other hand, only 21 percent of the Test group failed to
receive defined services at the SPRUCE Office. Appar-
ently the in-depth interviews, and continuing focud: on
employability at the SPRUCE Office, uncovers greater
needs for special employment services than are routinejy
brought out in regular Local Office operation.

Although the Test group was smaller than the Con-
trol group (482 vs. 542), twice as many in Test as in
Control received counseling, testing, and job-development
services; one-fifth more received job-referral service. Re-
sulting placements benefited more than twice as many
Test claimants as Control claimants (70 vs. 32) despite
the fact that 30 Test claimants were still in training and
not yet available for placement.

Training and vocational rehabilitation (mednca])
were multiplied sixfold in Project SPRUCE, benefiting
54 persons and 20 persons, respectively, in the Test group
—as against nine and three Control claimants, respec-
tively, who benefited through their regular Local Offices.
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The niost common of the Project’s special services
was job-search assistance, which was furnished to 212
claimants or 44 percent of the Test group. This service
provided labor niarket information and suggestions for
effective jobseeking techniques organized into an individ-
ual job-search plan.

Exhaustion

Data on individual terminations from the Project
show exhaustion of benefit rights as the rhain reason for
discontinuation of claim.

Reason for discontinuation Test Control
. gronp group
Exhausted benefit rights. ... ... ... 313 - 391
Employment.................... 109 107
Benefit year expired.............. 16 15
Disqualified. .................... 5 2
Moved away, dicd, or unknown
reason.. ... e e 19 27
Totul terminations. . ......... 462 542

Since the objective, from the standpoint of
SPRUCE, was to forestall exhaustion of benefit rights by
securing employment, the comparative analysis is limited
to the first two outcomes and excludes the other three.
Thus, in measuring claim exhaustion versus employment
secured before exhaustion, the Test group shiows 74 peir-
cent exhausting and Z% percent returning to werk,
whereas the Control group experienced 78 percent ex-
haustion and 22 percent return to work.

This 4-percent difference in favor of the Test group
cannot be considered statistically significant for a sample
of this size. While this fails to prove that the difference
is attributable to the SPRUCE system rather than te
chance, it does not disprove it—and u larger sample pre-
senting similar proportions could possibly establish sta-
tistical significance.

In respect to exhaustion of benefit rights, the provi-
sion of services—whether in the Test group. or the
Control group—is associated with poorer outcomes
(higher exhaustion rates), reflecting the fact that those
persons whom ES staff found it necessary to service were
the less employable ones, requiring additional time to se-
care employment.

This outcome is consistent with a finding in Proje.:
CLASP,! where it was cbserved that among claimants
classified as nee:ding cour.seling and retraining, those who
received such services had longer benefit duration thaz
those who did not.

Employment Status

Followup data on sucequent employment status
show contrasting employment rates for Test and Control

1, New York State Department of Labor, Division of Employment, “CLASP:
An Experimental Advisory Service Program for Unemployment Inenrance
Claimants,’” Qperations Study No. 4 (March 1971} 2. 6.
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claimants at three intervals after termination (for all
reasons) from Project SPRUCE:

P Test group Conirol grouo
cst-
SPRUCE Total Reported Total Reported
interval  report- employed report- employed
tng —————— ing ——————
Number Percent Nuniber Percent
3 weeks.. 381 134 48% 432 169 399,
13 weeks.. 366 180 49 424 191 45
26 weeks.. 331 183 55 404 186 46

There is a clear and enduring effect on post-
SPRUCE employment status. The Test group advantage
of 9 percent, both at 3 weeks and at 6 inonths, is statisti-
cally significant and attributable to the SPRUCE system.
These 9 percentage points represent a Test group margin
of 20 percent over the Control group baseline of 46 per-
cent. In absolute numbers, this means thet more than 30
Test claimants had jobs, as long as 6 months zfter termi.
nating from Project SPRUCE, who presumably would
not have been working if they were in the Control group.

It may be noted, in addition, that claimants in both
the Test and Control groups were relatively more suc-
cessful in finding jobs after cessation of UI benefits than
during their active claim period. For both groups gener-
ally, the pre-termination employment rate (as shown in
the preceding section) was about one-fourth, while the
level achieved post-SPRUCE was ab~ t one-half.

A larger proportion of claimants who were provided
with ES placement scrviie at the SPRUCE office (Test)

-maintained employment than either those who did not re-

ceive such service at all or who received it at a regular
local office (Control). This is shown in the following
summary both for Test Claimants placed by the
SPRUCE oflice and for Contiol claimants placed by
local offices:

Percent emplayed
Placement status and at follou{:f;
Jollowup interval
Test Control
group group
Received kS placement be-
fore termination
3.week response......... 0% 60%
13-week response. ... ... .. 64 55
26-weck response......... 73 56
No ES placement hefore
termination
3.week response......... 41 37
13.week response......... 46 44
26-week response......... 51 45

Although, in general, claimants placed by SPRUCE
were much more likely to be employed at each of the
followup points than those who found employment on
their own, this was not the case for those who received
job-search planning. Test claimants who found reemploy-
ment by themselves as a result of job-search assistance
had: an employment rate at the end of followup which
exceeded even the rate for those placed by ES (81 per-
cent vs, 73 percent).

Wage Rates

The overwhelming majority of Project clients (in
both Test and Control groups) who were employed post-
SPRUCE, were working for other than their formet em-
ployers. This is not surprising, since the screening proce-
dure for enrollment in the Project excluded any cluimant
who might expect recall to his previous job, but is
mentioned becausc it may have 2 plausible relationship
to a finding of I+ # hourly earning rates in early post-

SPRUCE employment, compared with pre-SPRUCE
hourly earning rates.
Test - Control
group group

Number reporting earning ra‘es
in 3-week followup....... .... 7 97

Pre-SPRUCL average. ... .. $3.10 $3.03
Average at 3-week followup. . 2.77 2.67
Number reporting earning rates .n ‘
both 13-week and 26-week
followups.................... " 156 168
Pre-SPRUCE average. . .... $3.18 $3.07
Average at 13-wecek followup. 2.95 2.94
Average at 26-week followup. 3.11 3.08

Test and Conirol claimants appear equally liable to
suffer reduced rates of pay initially, and to recover their
pre-SPRUCE levels within 6 months. Reflected in the
above may be a willingness to accept a lower-paying job
after cessation of UI benefits, which could contribute to
the post-SPRUCE rise in reemployment noted in the pre:
ceding s~ction.

Rehaliliiation and Retraining

Although the Project’s use of in-depth . interviews,
and its constant focus on the question of employability, .
uncovered greater needs for special service than are rou-
tinely brought out in regular Local Office operation, the
proportion requiring medical and educational rehabilita-
tive services is. not large. Only 20 persons in the Test
group were given vocational rehabilitation (4 percent).
Among others for whom these services were proposed by
Project staff, there were six who declined medical reha-
bilitation, and three who declined educational rehabilita-
tion.

Fifty-four persons in the Test group were given
manpower training (13 percent) and another 19 persons
rejected such training.

Of the 28 persons who rejected these services—med-
ical, educational, training—all but nine did participate
in, and willingly accept, alternative plans which utilized
one or more of the more common ES services, such as
counseling, job development, ete.

Prediction of Insurance Exhaustion

One line of exploration opened by SPRUCE. contin-
ues to be independently pursued by the authors of the
report—the possibility of earlier identification of the pro-
spective exhaustee, so as to initiate corrective action
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sooner. Experimental use of a special profile of personal
characteristics and work history will be evaluated to de-
velop a scale for scoring a claimant’s likelilicod of bene-
fit exhaustion.

The characteristics used in this preliminary profile
were selected on the basia of factor analysis and correla-
tion; they include previous year’s income, educational at-
tainment, length of gainful employment, type and history
of unemployment, age, and sex. The evaluation also will
seek to identify relevant factors of interviewer judgment.

O
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Cost/Benefit Analysis

If results are to be finally evaluated in dollar terms,
it must be acknowledged that Project SFRUCE has
given no conclusive evidence oi savings in Ul benefit
payments. On the other hand, its superior record of
reemployment may indicate that positive monetary values
may be credited to it. This will be measurable when
comparative longitudinal earnings records (special Social
Security data tapes) become available in the near future.



Project Description

Nature of the Problem

SPAUCE represents a Special Program of
Rehabilitation  for  Unemployment  Compensation
Exhaustees, which was the subject of a hill drafted in
1968 to enable the system to better cope with the needs
of insured workers who experience long-term unemploy-
ment.

Many workers who have enough recent covered em-
ployment to qualify for regular unemployment compensa-
tion have some inadequacy or problem that so hampers
their reemployment that they are still unemployed and

seeking work when they exhaust their Ul benefits. Given.

the availability of jobs, such workers may very well need
training, guidance, relocation, relatively minor medical
help, or other rehabilitative service to restore them to
work and prevent their joining the long-term, hard-core
unemployed.

Since the individual who has just exhausted his UI
Lznefit rights is a recent member of the employed work
force, he may be overlooked by the various programs in-
tended for the hard-core disadvantaged. Even when he
meets the basic technical requirements for assistance
under such programs, he may not be in a group desig-
nated for service priority.

SPRUCE is a program that would concentrate on
this “disadvantaged” population of UI claimants to pro-

vide the full spectrum of employment security services

and special services to meet its needs. It would attempt
to utilize Ul office and staff relations with UI recipients
to help them gain reemployient sooner.

An experimental and demonstration (E & D) proj-
ect was jointly planned by the Federal UI Service and
the New York State Division of Employment1—to be
conducted by the Division, in the city of Buffalo—in
which the full range of SPRUCE services, proposed in
the Federal legislative draft, would be accorded a group
of potential Ul exhaustees. This E & D project is be-
lieved to be the first attempt in tlie history of major Fed-

eral Ul legislation to test the feasibility of proposed leg- -

islation and to evaluate, change, and improve it, if
necessary, prior to submission for Congressional consid-
eration.

LS

Objectives and Means

In arriving at a thoroughly documented test of the
experimental SPRUCE program, and in order to provide
the information necessary to both its evaluation and im-
plementation, Project activities were designed to realize
eight primary objectives. These are listed here with a

brief explanation of how each was accomplished:

1. To determine whether the potential exhaustees can
be identified in the early stages of unemployment.

1. The Division of Employment existed as an organizational entity within the
State Department of Labor prior tn May 8, 1572, when it was merged
in the gencral administrative structure of the Department.
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Project selection criteria were designed to obtain a
subject population which would include a large per-
centage of those who could be expected to exhaust
their benefits. A data system was established in
which demographic, work, and pessonal characteris-
tics of these individuals could be compared accord-
ing to an exhaustion-nonexhaustion diclotomy.

To determine the type of special services necded by
SPRUCE claimarnits, their willingness to accept such
services, and the effectiveness of special services pro-
vided.

The services most appropriate for each experimental
claimant were determined during the course of
personal interviews and staff consultations; the will-
ingness of the claimant to accept offered services in-
volved keeping track of the numbers who refused
service, along with the reasons for their refusal;
and the effectiveness of the service program provided
by the SPRUCE system was evaluated through the
collection of data on exhaustion and post-SPRUCE
employment. :

To determine whether incentive payments motivate
SPRUCE claimants to take training and accept re-
lated or other employment. .

-During interviews to determine need and develop in-

dividual service plans, staff tried to ascertain
whether claimant would participate unconditionally,
or desived training but would be unable to partici-
pate without the extra payment, or was interested
only hecause of the additional payment.

To identify and solve administrative problems of the
SPRUCE program.

A report on this deals with internal problems, such
as those encountered in service operations and staff
assignments, as well as external problems having to
do with such elements as relationships with other
agencies, (See Supplement 1, Part 1.)

To determine -how community services and facilities
can be utilized to implement SPRUCE.

Included in the report on administrative problems
are details on what community agencies, facilities,
and services were sought; what was done to secure
them; what happened as a result of the Projest’s at-
tempts to utilize these local resources; and the tech-
niques used to secure cooperative relationships.

To test procedures for implementing SPRUCE.

A report on the operational procedures used in im-
plementing SPRUCE includes procedural details and
forms, and provides a complete description of “how
things were done.” (See Supplement, Part 2.) -

To produce an outline of training .or a completed
training manual for UI and ES staff in providing
SPRUCE services.

The manual, prepared to guide practitioncrs in pro-
viding the types of services which characterized



SPRUCE’s counseling cperations, contains the proce-
dures used in the training of SPRUCE counselors
and the materials developed during the course of
the Project, along with illustrative case data. (See
Supplement, Part 3.)

8. To determine the cost-henefit relationship of the
SPRUCE program.

Data on costs of Project administration, Ul benefit
payments, and allowance and incentive payments,
combined with SPRUCE impact on outcomes (dura-
tion of claim, exhaustion of benefits, and post-
SPRUCE employment), provide a tentative ap.
praisal.

Plan and Design

After official authorization in July 1969, Project
SPRUCE was inaugurated by the New York State Divi-
sion of Employment with the appointment of a Project
Director in its Buffalo office on August 18, 1969. The
Project developed on the following pattern and schedule:

Phase I.  Planning, 8/18—11/15/69

Trial Run, 11/17/69—2/14/70

Review and consolidation, 2/16—3/28/70
Phase II.  Full-scale operation, 3/30—12/31/70
Phase III. Followup, 1/4—9/30/71

The operating plan was to select 1,200 UI claimants
for enrollment in the Project, half in a demonstration
group (also referred to as the service group or the ex-
perimental group, and labelled throughout the Project
record and reporting system as the Test group), and
half in a Control group.

Group selection was based on the last digit of Social
Security Numbers: even numbers were designated Test

group, odd numbers Control group. Control group claim-’

ants reported to the SPRUCE Office for Uf purposes
only and received the usual employment services from
the regular ES offices.

Test group claimants, however, received Ul service
and also usual and special ES services from Preject
SPRUCE. Processing of Control group claimants in the
SPRUCE Office for Ul service was deemed r.2cessary in
order to get required research data.

In focusing the full spectrum of employability serv-
ices on the Test group, it was not intended that
SPRUCE should become a separate manpower program;
it was, instead, to provide ready access to—and assure
maximum utilization of—all existing community services
and manpower programs needed, including intensive in-
terviewing, career counseling, and testing; educational,
vocational and medical rehabilitation; other supportive
rehabilitation  services, retraining, and relocation;
standby and incentive payments; job-search assistance,
job development, referral, and placement services.

A trial run was scheduled—through separate han-
dling of the first 200 enrollees—as a training and self-
monitoring technique, to provide the guides at every
stage of progress for desirable adjustments to be intro-
duced in the lagged but corresponding stage for the
main groups of 500 Test and 500 Control claimants.
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Benefit data of recent years indicated that about
half of all claimants collect 13 weeks or more of bene-
fits. It was agreed, therefore, that the Project would
begin its reemployment efforts with claimants at their
13th week. It was also agreed that, in order to allow suf-
ficient time -for initiating SPRUCE services before ex-
haustion of benefits, only tnose certifying up to the 19th
benefit check at time of enrollment would be accepted.
From among claimants in their 13th to 19th week of ben-
efit status, selection was made of those over 21 and
under 65 years of age who did not have definite pros-
pects of jobs and who were not involved in special place-
ment arrangements with trade unions.

Scope and Format ‘

Aside from focusing special and concentrated atten-
tion on a sample of Ul claimants, Project SPRUCE
introduced severa) unique features—for analytic as well
as operational reasons—in its approach to clients and in
rendering service.

The SPRUCE Office occupied a modestly sheltered
space off a stairwell on the opposite side of which was
the entrance to the large UI Local Office. There the cus-
tomary certification counter parallelled one wall and sev-
eral claims lines often reached across the otherwise bar-
ren and loft-like floor.

By contrast, the chairs and reading table in the
waiting area of the SPRUCE Office—and the regular
desk of the Claims Taker beside which the claimant
could be seated while certifying—presented a physical
aspect of comfort 2nd dlgmty Scheduling of interviews
also kept waiting time to 2 minimum.

Cooperation between Ul and ES was c]ose. The
SPRUCE Office was served by professional ES staff spe-
cially assigned to its premlses, and Senior ES Consul-
tants participated directly in planning, staff trammg, and
supervision of case conferences.

Control claimants were informed that they were par-
ticipants in a research project to improve Ul services,

. Test claimants were informed, further, that the Project

would help them toward reemployment if they were pre-
pared to cooperate. A special feature of SPRUCE was
the provision of incentive allowances to compensate for
the extra effort, time, and expense of active partncxpatlon
by the Test claimant.

Another feature was the introduction of joh-search
assistance as a basic service, performed by interviewers
on both the UI staff (Claims Examiner) and the ES staff
(Employment Interviewer). Upon installation of the com-
puterized job-bank in mid-1970, the SPRUCE Office was
also provided with a job-bank microfilin reader.

Another such feature was the establishment of case
conferences, or formally scheduled staff consultations, for
joint evaluation of individual Test claimants, identifica-
tion of special needs, review of propaesed employability
plans, and consideration of internal or external programs
and agencies to be used for special services.

Two special features introduced for analysis were
(1) a job-readiness classification defining the degree of
employability of individual Test and Control claimants,
and (2) a classification of individual claimants by their
reason for becoming unemployed, i.e., by criteria for dif-
ferentiating the economic causes of unemployment
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{based or an approach explored in the Division’s Re-
search Bolletin #1966.15, “Ultimate Reasons for Unem:
ployment™).

Limitations

Although the SPRUCE concept was predicated on
the propesition that the work force needs the Ul claim-
ar:t, and that he could be enabled to rejoin it by remedy-
ivy his shoricomings, this pretest of the program actually
tuok plece under market conditions that may have con-
trzdicted the proposition.

The first eperations report (4/8/70) called attention
i this impact on Project SPRUCE as follows:

Whes: the Trial Hun began in November 1969, the area
labor market had begun to show signs of contracting.
There were temporary lay-offs from the automobile in-
dustry and seasonal lay-offs from the construction and
food-preserving industries. These were screened out of
Project SPRUCE bhecause of the apparent temporary
nature of the lay-offs and the consequent prospcct of
early recall to work.

As the economic downturn continues, and develops
longer or more indefinite lay-offs, more unemployment
insurance claimants could become potential SPRUCE
enrollees, since our intake period is scheduled to ex.
tend up to 20 weeks. This means that careful atten-
tion must be given to the lay-offs from various indus-
tries to determine the degrec of employer attachment
involved. :

Thus, while potential enrollecs for Project SPRUCE
are expected to he plentiful, the problems to be met in
implementing the SPRUCE program may be more com.
plex than those met in the Triul Run, particularly in
vespect to the rcduced chance of realizing the end goal
of placement or self-placement.

In addition to the local and general economic reces-
sion, some limitation on the Project’s freedom of opera-
tion was anticipaied from the possibility that some
needed special service facility might be lacking or inace,
cessible. Acturlly. only a few instances arese in which de-
sired training was unavailable in particular occupations
at particular thines. A more gencrally felt community
need, however, remained unsatisfied—an occupatioual
healtk program that could provide comprehensive medi-

Q
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cal diagnostic determination of the work capabilities of
claimants; it was agreed that insteal of using standar”
medical forms declaring a person able-to-do-light-work.
not-ableto.work, fully-able.to.work. eic.. expert findings
should be available as to the &ind of activity a person
could not engage in; {usthermore, a post-placement med.
ical evaluation was cunsidered desirable to determine
(after a day, a week, or a month) whether the specific
job assignments were within a pczson’s capabilities.

Another (not completely unanticipated) limitation
upon the interpretation or application of Project results
is the cumulated experience of other researchers in be-
havior medification, indicating that observation per se is
an effective positive form of intervention even when it in-
volves unwelcome surveillance or critical scrutiny. We
have heen familiar, heretofore. with the positive “Haw-
thorne Effect” of physical nilerations of an accustomed
work or clinical set:ing. These and similar psychological
or motivational effects can be a major problem in any
social project because it is difficult—perhaps impossible
—to pay any sori of attention to people without chang:
ing them in some way, and such changes are often un-
predictable or unidentifiable for explicit measurement.

In the present case, we believe these uncertainties
are reduced substantially by twe features of the research
design that are discussed at some length among other
factors in the next chapter: (1) the Control group, too,
received some forms of special attention (being selected
to participate in a research study, using the Project
SPRUCE Office for claim certification along with Test
claimants, receiving followup questionnaires on employ-
ment status, etc.), and (2) the analysis of outcomes was
planned to reveal specific differential effects of various
subgroups distinguished by specific basic characteristics,
types of service, and staff judgments.

But though certain statistical techniques enable us
to attach “significance” to certain measures with a stated
degree of confidence, those determinations of significance
refer to probabilities pertaining ‘to the randomness of
samples, rather than to ihe likelihood of underlying sub-
tle (subconscious or calculated) ego responses. So, in
some respects, the question of how much a recorded Test
vs. Control difference in ontcome is attributable to the
substantive content of the SPRUCE program, and how
much to the placebo effect uf attention per se and to un-
intentional or deliberate circomvention by clientele or
stafl. may remain moot.
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Primary Analytic Procedures’

The proposed SPRUCE system, as an experimental
approach to the employment adjustinent of Ul claimants,
had to be evaluated against the success rates of the cus-
tomary system. The accomplishment of this objective de-
manded the establishment of a definably different experi-
xtental system, random assignment to Test and Control
conditions, and the collection of followup data on the
criteria of benefit exhaustion and empioyment over three
points in time.

This triple followup was seen as essential to the de-
termination of any time-dependent effects: that is, in the
event that one approach should prove to be superior to
the other, we wanted to know whether the gain was only
temporary or if it would persist over a significant period
of time. Since common research experience indicates that
new service programs may appear to be more successful
when judged from initial followup than they turn out to
be ultimately, extended followup was considered neces-
sary. We were reasonably sure that the 26-week point of
datz collection would provide us with a reliable indica-
tion of relatively lasting effects. .

We also required a system that would provide us
with multiple measures. In the research and evaluation
of large service-oriented projects, a multiplicity of obser-
vations can greatly increase the confidence placed in the
results. Thus, the design allowed us to consider in our
interpretations both consistency within the data and sta-
bility over time. The sampling *procedure, in which
claimants were randomly assigned to the Test and Con-
trol groups for the duration of the Project, was neces-
sary to avoid the bias that could have occurred as a gen-
eral result of the passage of time or of possible economic
improvement. It was considered that these conditions of
measurement and control would be sufficient to yield in-
formation of the scope and reliability necessary to the in-
tended evaluation of the SPRUCE y-rogram.

There was, however, an additional and unwanted
source of variance for which, given the limitations im-
posed by a community-based, social-action project, there
was no completely satisfactory solution: What do we do
about the so-called Hawthorne Effect? 2 We sought to pro-

1. The primuary objectives of the Projeet were concerned with the evalua.
ticn of the relative impact of the SPRUCE aystem on employment and
exhaustion of benefita to Ul clsimarite; therefore, thin section does not
deal with the analytic procedures used In the ancillary investigations
performed within the context of the Project but not essential to a
comparstive evalustion of SPRUCE snd the regular system. This restric-
tion has Jted in the lusion of several rcsenrch activities that are
worth noting: (1) the abalysis of the initial pilot data snd the simula.
tion of & model for the fnal report, (2) content analysis of counselor

. notes, and development of a checklist for organizing and lummuuing
them, (3) the analysis of a SPRUCE subgroup of
to relate such organized information to subsequent benefit exhaustion or
reemployment, and (4) the sclection of claimant characteristics to be
jncluded an criteria in a scale for predicting benciit exh jon

led

2. The term “Hawthorne Effect” arises out of experimeatal studies done at
the Western Electric Corporation’s Hawthorne plant. These studies re.
vealed that observed changes in worker performence, which were at firat
attributed to specific industrial engineering factors being tested, were in
fact motlvational Tesp attributable ta iologlcal and Psychological
effects generated merely by making a group of people the lubjecls of a
special program.

vide at least some counterbalance for this effect as a com-
peting hypothesis: (1) Control claimants also received
some speciel attention (i.e., interviewing, experimental
participation instructions, and research followup) that
would not ordinarily be encountered, and (2) we
planned a final analysis that would help to reveal the in-
cidence of specific differential effects related to claimant
characteristics and to type of service. The logic of this
latter statement is that if there is some general factor
that represents-a treatment received by all members of
the Test group, such an overall effect should be observed
in the outcome data. If the sume general factor is also
operative to the same extent in the Control group, com-
parisons between Test and Control on SPRUCE elements
are still valid; if it is not, of course, one is faced with
the possibility that any observed differences were pro-
duced by that factor. If, however, one notes a prevalence
of differential effectiveness between Test and Control
within clalmant ‘categories, it is not as logical to assume
that such a factor would facilitate outcomes for certain
claimant subgroups but not for others. In this case, such
an analysis was also necessary in order to yield desired
information on which types of claimants would be most
benefitted by a SPRUCE-type program. If no general im-
provement factor were found to characterize the experi-
mental group, it could be concluded that, to some extent,
this particular effect had been successfully counterbal-
anced or had not existed as a source of bias.

The data wzre processed in several stages, as
indicated by the following methodological outline. The
entire sequence might be described as a sort of inwardly-
spiraling procedure in which we advanced from gen-
eral to specific questions, and in which each subsequent
analytic procedure depended upon the results of the pre-
ceding analysis.

1. We first prepared histograms of the basic data on
all claimant characteristics to permit visual inspec-
tion of the frequency distributions in each variable.
Because muci. .. .he dala was nominal in form
(i.c., frequencies of categorical attributes like sex,
race, marital status, employability, etc.)—and much
of the ordinal data (for variables measvred on a
size-ordered scale, like age or earnings) was not
normally distributed—most of the histograms showed
severe distributional anomalies. The features of the
histograms were therefore used to determine the
most appropriate conversion of variables like age,
education, earnings, weeks of unemployment, etc., lo
categorical (class interval) frequencies, and the re-
‘quited combination or scgregation of categories
whese frequencies were too small for analysis.

L]

2. The object of the statistical analysis was to deter-
mine whether or not the distribution of any given
characteristic was significantly different in the Test
group as compared with the Control group. Such dif-
ference Is possible to some exient because of the
use of samples.



To determine whether the difference was significant,
the Chi Squarc (x*) distribution was used since
many of the variables were qualitative and the same
test can be used for quantitative data.l

The basic characteristics of the two claimant popu-
lations werc tested in order to establish the equiva-
lence of the two greups on all known nonexperimen-
tal factors that might be considered related to either
exhaustion or employment. In  making these
decisions, we used a conservative confidence level {p
< 10) in deciding whether to consider the Test
and Control groups equal in terms of any particular
characteristic. That is, only if x2 were so large as to
be the result of a chance occurrence less than 10
times cut of 100 would the diflerence between Test
and Control be considered significant. (As indicated
in the section on Project results, we found the two
groups to differ in one characteristic, Reason for Be-
coming Uncmployed. To adjust for this, additional
work, dcscribed in item 5 below, was required to
make the two distributions similar.)

We now had to cstablish, from the service data,
whether in fact the Test and Control groups had
been differently treated. The two groups wcre tested
in terms of the type and amount of services pro-
vided. This indicated that Test claimants had indeed
rcceived far greater service, even in the types that
were equally available to Contrel claimants at regu-
lar ES local offices.

. Beforc proceeding with a gencral test of the rclative

effectiveness of the SPRUCE system, it was neces-
sary to cquate the experimental and control groups
in terms of their basic characteristics. Since the two
claimant populations were not equivalent on the var-
iable of Reason for Becoming Unemployed, and
sincc that variable had Dbcen found to be related to
the followup criteria, we performed a randomized
“deselection” procedurc to equatc the Test and Con-
trol groups on this variable.

Because of the possibility that this procedure had
inadvertently produced biasing in other variables, it
was then necessary to reestablish the equivalence of
the study groups on ali of the basic characteristics,

1. For technical discussion, see Suits, Daniel B., Statistics: An Introduction
to Quantitative Economic Rescarch (1963), pp. 142-153.

Q
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These tests indicated that the groups were now
equivalent on all primary dimensions.

7. At this point, we wcre ready to measure Test group
outcomes against Control group outcomes in terms
of the relative incidence of henefit exhaustion and
cmployment at 3, 13, and 26 wceks past the termi-
nation of their claimant status. Thesc rcsults would
not be biased by differences in characteristics and
should be indicative of the ovcrall effect of the ex-
perimental programs conducted by SPRUCE. ’

8. The final stcp was to provide further specific infor-
mation for policymaking and udministrative pro-
gramming. We wanted to know the type of claimant
most benchitted by SPRUCE-type programs, and the
degree of superiority in terms of percentage in-
creases in success rates; and, by determining which
subgroups had not been helped by SPRUCE, to de-
velop a focus for new cxperimental programs that
might reach those specific claimant groups. In order
to provide these data, and as the final step in our
analytic procedure, each available claimant charac-
tcristic was used to pull 8 subgroup from the total
SPRUCE population that would ] ve that character-
‘istic as a common definition. ' . ‘s subgroup was
then split into its Test and Con ~omponents and

tested against the outcome crite... . cmployment
and exhaustion, This analysis involved ov. : 500 com-
parisons,

In brief, the primary analytic sequence invoive. u«
logical progression aimed at providing answers to the
basic questions required by a complete evaluation:

1. How effective is the SPRUCE program in coms
parison with the customary Ul and ES activities
for claimants?

2. What specific kinds of services seem most likely
to yield positive results? ‘

3. What specific kinds of claimants are most likely
to profit from additioual services?

When the impact of service programs is of some
known type and amount, the experiences of a project
such as this can provide an impetus for positive change.
The function of an analytic design is to provide an
objectively-based rationale for either the continruance or
revision of specific types of programs.
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Statistical Adequacy

As already pointed out, enrollees in Project
SPRUCE were selected by age, duration of claim, pros-
pects of recall (by employer or union), etc., to provide
a Project population having a high likelihood of benefit
exhaustion, but wit! - capacity for restoration to the em-
ployed work force. Consequently, they cannot be re-
garded as representing the general UJ claimant popula-
tion. ‘

But it is necessary, in order to permit meaningful
interpretation of differential results, to establish that the
Test and Control groups are substzntially equivalent.
This is discussed both in respect to the basic characteris-
tics of the enrollees and in respect to their accessibility
for followup.

Comparability: Test and Control

Ul claimants were assigned to the Test or Control
group on the basis of odd or even Social Security num-
bers. While this procedure should liave led to nonbiased
assignment, tests of the basic characteristics of the two
groups were made to determine whether the Test and the
Control groups were truly comparable. This step was
considered to be necessary for the interpretation of any
subsequent differences that might be observed.

One major characteristic that might be expected to
Le related to later success would be the demonstrated
earning power of the claimant; therefore, the hourly rate
of pay of claimants was obtained from the characteristics
data. A comparison of the Test and Contrel groups on
earnings before unemployment indicated that the groups
were comparable., The percentage distributions were al-
most identical, and the Chi Square of 1.208 (with 4 de-
gress of freedom, p > .B0) is very far from challenging
the null hypothesis of equality,

Percent Distribution of Earnings of
SPRUCE Claimants Before Unemployment

Hourly carnings Test group  Control group

Total..........coovtttn 100 100
Less than $2.00.............. 21 20
$2,00-2,99.......... e 34 37
3.00-3.99.................. 32 31

4.00-4.99.................. ] 7
5.00ormore............... 5 5

X9 = 1.208 (with 4 degreea of freedom).
Probability of occurrence by chance, p > .80.

Statistical tests were also run on 12 additional charac-
teristics. (See table on page 10.) With one exception,
the sampling procedure seems to have led to samples that
were highly comparable; and, in fact, the percentage
compositions of the Test and Control groups were very

similar. Most of the differences that did exist could easily

have occurred through random selection, One charzcter-
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istic, Reason for Becoming Unemployed, however, showed
a significan: difference (x® = 14.841,d.f. 6, p < .05)*
between Tes:. and Control claimants.

The definitions involved in the technical classifica-
tions of Reason for Becoming Unemployed should be
understood as follows:

SEASONAL: Unemployment based on customary reduc-
tion or ccssation of operations at ccrtain timcs of
year hecause of dependence on climate, consumer dec-
mand, stylc change, etc.

' IRRFGULAR: Unemployment based on the sporadic na-
ture of demand inherent in the production of certain
goods, the performance of certain services, or the
availability of certain contracts or materials; or on
unforescen cvents—e.g., fire, delays in prior process-
ing, ctc.—which interrupt an otherwise regular pro-
duction process; or on work-sharing arrangements.

CYCLICAL: Uncmpleyment lased on the contraction or
slowdown of the general economy affecting diffcrent
industries in turn, as triggered by tight money, inven-
tory accumulations, ctc.

STRUCTURAL: Unemploy:mncnt based on shutdown of
plants due to migration of industry, or on a change
in the staffing pattern within an industry, or on the
size or number of firms within an industry, ds trig-
gered by credit and finaicial difficulties or by long-
run changes in demand for product, in modc of mar-
keting, in use of materials, in union influence, etc.

TECHNOLOGICAL: Unemployment hased on a change
in the techniques of production, reducing the need
for ccrtain occupations, skills, or talents,

FRICTIONAL: Unemployment based on individual work-
ers' and employcrs’ trial-and-error processcs in find-
ing the right match of man and job; such unemploy-
ment may occur upon a worker’s entry or re-entry
into thc labo: fores, or as a result of his dissatistac-
tion with working conditions on the job, or upon his
employer’s decision to replace him.

REDUCED EMPLOYABILITY: Uncmployment based on
impaired productive value of the individual worker
because of physical condition, as triggered by aging,
illness, handicap, accident, pregnancy, etc., or be-
cause of limited availability due to increased family
and home responsibilitics,

The three types of Reason for Becoming Unemployed
that show the greatest imbalance between Test and Con-
trol. are- ‘seasonal, cyclical, and.technological. Only 37
percent of the seasonal layoffs were in the Test group;
and only 37 percent of those whose unemployment was
cyclical or technological were in the Control group,

1. That is to say, a difference represented by a x% as large ‘as 1488
(with 6 degrees of frecdom) would be expected to occur by chabce less
than 5 times out of 100.



Characteristics of SPRUCE Claimants

- Charac:eristics Test group Control group
Number \ Percent Number Percent
Total errollees. . . .......... 482 100.0 542 1000
Age
Under25.........c00ivvvvnen. 86 17.8 95 17.5
25-34. . e 122 25.3 . 126 23.2
. . S 102 21.2 110 20.3
45-54. . .t 115 23.9 127 23.5
55-64. . ..ot 57 11.8 81 15.5
Sex
Male..........ooovieeiieenn... 235 48.8 286 52.8
Female........................ 247 51.2 256 47.2°
Marital Status
Single...................ol 132 27.4 156 28.8
Married....................... 262 54.3 304 56.1
Widowed, divorced, separated. . . . a8 18.3 82 15.1
Head of family
Yes.. .o ooniniiiiiiniiinnen 283 58.7 335 © 61.8
Nooo oo 199 41.3 207 . 38.2
Population group
White..........oooovivininnn 354 73.4 422 779
Nonwhite...................... 128 26.6 120 22.1
Primary wage earner '
BB. .ttt i e 291 60.4 351 64.8
No.ooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiien 191 3%9.6 191 35.2
Reason for becoming nmemployed
Seasonal ®...................... 25 5.2 43 79
Irregular....................... 180 37.3 202 37.5
Cyclical. . ................ 31 6.4 18 3.3
Structural. . ... . 99 20.6 111 20.5
Technological 27 5.6 16 2.9
Frictional...................... 16 15.8 99 18.3
Reduced employability.......... 44 9.1 53 9.8
Education
Less than 8 years............... 24 5.0 35 6.5
Byears.............o0iiiin, 50 10.4 62 11.4
9-11 years........... e 134 27.2 155 28.6
12years...............oiuil 174 36.0 174 32.1
13-15 years. . .......oveuneunnns 74 15.4 86 15.9
16 yearsormore................ 26 5.4 30 5.5
Number of dependents .
O, 227 47.1 279 51.5
e 201 41.7 219 40.4
4ormore............iiiiuln, 54 : 11.2 4 8.1
Barrier to reemployment
Yes.. .o ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnn, 348 72.2 376 69.4
A 134 27.8 166 30.6
Emnloyabilit
Jobeready...................... 347 72.0 393 72.5
Not job-ready.................. 135 28.0 149 27.5
Physical handicap
Yes. .. ooveiiiiiiii i 55 1.4 61 11.3
T 427 88.6 481 88.7
a. Claimants on seascnal layoff were enrolled in the Project only if their indusiry stiach was 80 as 10 render doubtful the

expectating of recall, or if they expressed interest in other employment.
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Unfortunately, even if these differences happened by
chance, the Test and Control groups are not really com-
parable here in terms of this characteristic. To the
extent that differences in outcome are related to sea-
sonal, cyclical, and technological reasons for unemploy-
ment (which does seem lik=ly), outcome comparisons be-
tween the total groups can be distorted. In fact, if any of
these categories are related to outcome, then the larger

number of Test group subjects in one of them and of
Control group subjects in the other twe could either am-
plify or negate relationships between Test group mem-
bership and outcome.

To check this, the relationship between Reason for
Becoming Unemployed and ~utcomes was tested. The fol-
lowing table summarizes the results:

Reason for Becomirg Unemployed and Outcome Variables
for all SPRUCE Claimants (Test and Control)

Reason for becoming unemployed Percent Percent employed at:
exhausting 3 weeks \ - 13 weeks \ 26 weeks
Seasonal...... ..ottt 83.9 33.9 37.7 39.1
R 70.4 51.9 55.4 59.1
Cyclical. . ...............oii 1.7 58.5 64.9 69.7
Structural. . ...l 77.3 36.6 45.9 48.9
Technological . ...............coiuininn, 82.5 52.8 “.1 54.5
Frictional................. ..o, 80.8 36.9 41.3 47.0
Reduced employability.................... 90.1 22.4 22.6 19.0
Chi Square (d.£.6)........................ 20.404 38.935 38.461 55.99¢
Significance 1€vel (i.e., probability of occur-
rence by chance}........................ p<.01 p<.001 p<.00] p<.001

All of the outcome variables are thus shown to be
highly related to the reason for becoming unemployed.
The exhaustion rztes for irregular and cyclical are mark-
edly low, and for reduced employability markedly high,
compared to the other categeries. The employment rates
of those with reduced employability or seasonal layoff
are uncommonly low at all three followups; the struc-
tural and frictional cases tend to have low rates at 3-

“week followup but catch up somewhat by 26 weeks.

These relationships indicate that the overall tests of
effectiveness of SPRUCE could be distorted.
There are two different approaches that might be

used to correct for this problem. Correlational metheds
could be used to compensate for the differences between
the groups, or the groups can be brought into balance
by randomly “deselecting” some claimants in order to
equate the groups on Reason for Becoming Unemployed.
The latter approach is preferred. Fortunately, the num-
ber of subjects in the study was sufficiently large so that
deselection did not radically alter the power of the tests
applied. -

A table of random numbers was used to remove sub-
jects from those cells containing the larger frequencies.
giving the following results:

Comparative Distributions of Reason for Becoming Unemployed

Original (whole) sample l Deselected (equated) sample
Reason
Test \ Control I Test | Control
Total....... oot i it . 482 542 450 450
Seasonal..........0itiiiii i i 25 43 25 - 25
Irregular. ....... ettt 180 202 177 177
Cyclical. .......0veeiiiiiiiiiin e 31 18 17 17
Structural. . . ... e e e 9 111 98 93
Technological .. ..........coovvivinen.... 27 16 16 16
Frictional..................... e 76 99 76 76
Reduced employability. .................... 4 53 M 41

The analysis of characteristics of claimants, comparing
Test and Control groups, was then repeated to make sure
that the deselection process had not accidentally led to
other differences that would be critical. The data did not
indicate any significant difference between the two groups
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after deselection. We were thus reasonably assured that
further comparison between the Test and Control groups
would not be biased by differences in the types of claim-
ants that they served. The first table on page 12 sum.
marizes the effects of the deselection.



Comparative Analyses of Test and Control Group Differences
on Basic Characteristics

Characteristic Degrees of Original sampl. Desclected sample
Jreedom Chi Square Approximate Chi Square Approximate
probability ® probability »
ABE. .o e 8 5.724 p>.o0 3.977 p>.00
S, S 1 1.487 p>.20 2.352 p>.10
Physical handicap. .. ........... 1 .000 p>.98 .009 p>.90
Marital status.................. 3 1.961 p>.50 2:526 p>.30
Head of family....... ......... 1 .896 p>.30 1.348 p>.20
Primary wage carner. ........... 1 1.916 p>.10 2.531 p>.10
Reason for beeoming unemployed. 6 14.841 p<.05° — —
Edueation..................... ) 2.541 p>.70 1.504 p>.90
Number of dependents. ......... S 6.324 p>.20 5.092 p>.30
Barriers to reemployment. .. .. e 7 8.957 p>.20 8.297 p>.30
Population group . ... ........... 1 1.775 p>.10 1.049 p>.30
Employability.................. 1 .013 p>.90 .140 p>.20

a. The estimate is conscrvative. A difference (Chi Square) between Test and Control groups as larg~ aa the ane obtained would occur by chance more often than this,

I A difference thir large (14.8) would oecur by chance less often than this.

At this point, the Test and Conirol groups were con-
sidered equivalent. However, in subsequent analyses, the
impact of SPRUCE on outcome—exhaustion of benefits,
employment at 3 weeks, 13 weeks, and 26 weeks—was
determined for both the original groups and the de-
selected (or equated) groups.

carried out as summarized below, with the forms shown
in Appendix B. As the summary figures show, response
rates were very high, ranging between 91 percent and
100 percent.

The reason that smaller proportions of the Test
group than of the Control group were due for followup

is that involvement of Test claimants in Project services
has the effect of delaying their termination (i.e., cessa-
tion of service) from the Project; and with terminations
occurring nearer the end of the Project there are in-
stances of insufficient time left for followup.

Followup Response Rates

Benefiting by the Trial Run experience, the im-
preved followup procedures in the full-scale phase were

Summary of Followup Response Rates

Interval Number due - -~ Replies
after
termination Count Percent of Count Percent of
Jrom Project group total number due
; Test group (total 482)
3weeks............ 457 94.8 457 190.0
13 weeks........... 441 91.5 421 95.5
26 weeks........... 415 86.1 379 9]1.3
Control group (total 542)

3weeks............ 542 100.0 519 95.8
13 weeks........... 542 . 100.0 508 93.7
26 weeks. . ......... 526 97.0 481 91.4

ERIC 1
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SPRUCE Phase II Followup Activity

Test group (482}

Control group (542)

S Ii Reli
g Arempts Replies Attempts i
Al | Employed ) il | Employed
3-WEEK FOLLOWUP (F1) ] -
Records. ..ooovvnniniiii i, 457 457 208 542 519 199
No record:
Notdue® ...ooiviiiiiiiiiininnnenn.. 25 —
Noreply.....ooiiiiii i, — - 23
' 13-WEEK FOLLOWUP (F2)
Letter: Imitial................... P 441 233 101 542 307 130 .
2ndrequest........................ 213 115 66 237 123 59
Telephone. . ................ociiial.. 99 53 27 114 54 25
Community Worker........................ 30 11 8 46 12 5
Certified mail. .............. ..ol 24 9 4 36 12 6
Record received. . ...... ... .. ... . oL, 421 206 508 225
Balance (no rccord):
No attempt (notdue)®................. 41 —
Noreply....ooooiiiiiiiiii i, 20 34
Deceased. . ........ e 4 —
- *Unreachable...................... 6 6
Refusal............ooooieiiiiaae, — 2
Other nonresponse................. 10 26
26-WEEK FOLLOWUP (I3) :
Letter: Imitial............ ... ... 0oLl 415 208 102 526 290 117
.2ndrequest.. ..., 198 85 54 231 124 65
Telephone. . ..o, 100 57 30 90 49 22
Community Worker........................ 46 19 15 43 14 7
Certified mail. .................... ... ... 33 10 6 25 4 3
Record received.. ......... ... .ot 379 207 481 215
Balance (no record):
No attempt (notdue)®................. 67 16
Noreply. ... vviiiiiiiiiiii ... 36 45
Deceased. .......ovvvviniin... 4 ; —
Unreachable. .. ................... 10 ; 11
Refusal........................ ... — 2
Other nonresponse................. 22 32
a. Project ended before due date for followup.
Q
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Relative Impact of the SPRUCE System

Characteristics of Test Claimants

The clientele of Project SPRUCE were, as stated,
initially screened and selected to represent a special po-
tential for UIB exhaustion as well as for restoration to
employment. And indeed, the profile emerging from ihe
subsequent tabulation of their characteristics does set
them apart from the general Ul claimant caseload for
Buffale and the State.

The typical Test claimant was under 45 years of age
(over two-fifths in the 22-34 years group), white, mar-
ried, primary wage earner, nonveteran, nonhandicapped,
a high school graduate, had 10 years or more of gainful
employment, and did not cite any of the listed barriers
to reemployment. The group—49 percent male and 51
percent female—had a median personal income of $4,200
in 1969, with a inedian of $2.82 hourly earnings on last
full-time job. The current spell of unemployment for 85
percent of them was 14 to 52 weeks long at time of in-
take. Almost three-fourths (72 percent) of the entire
group were rated as job-ready—i.e., quaiified for immedi-
ate referral to employment—at time of intare. Slightly
over one-fourth of the entire group had interrupted their
UI claim to take employment on at least one ociastn
before their last termination from the Project.

Besides excluding youths under 22 years and work-
ers aged 65 and over, the Test group’s male/female ratio
of 49/51 was in contrast with the 54/46 ratio among all
UI beneficiaries in the State and a 67/33 ratio for Buf-
falo in 1970. The gencral proportion of nonwhites in the
caseload was 13 percent for the State and 11 percent for
Buffalo; the Test group’s propertion was 27 percent.

In educational attuinment also a marked difference
appears: the Test group was betier-educated.

Schovl years Percent of Percen of
completed general caseload Test group
State Buffalo
0-8......... 329, 229, 15%
9-11........ 26 29 28
12 or more. . . 42 49 . 87

Not surprisingly, the screening for Projcct SPRUCE
enrollment affected the occupational and industrial distri-
bution too. The SPRUCE group showed larger propor-
tions froin professional and clerical and sales occupa-
tions, and fewer workers from the construction industry.

Percent o Percent of

Occupation general caseload Test group
State Buffalo
Professional and
managerial. . .......... 99, 1% 129,
Clerical and sales......... 16 16 32
Service.........oohiin. 8 9 10
Other................... 67 08 46
Industry

Manufacturing........... 50 45 46
Contract construction. . . .. 11 19 3
Wholesale and retail trade. 11 11 24
Services................. 10 8 10
Other nonmanufacturing . . 18 17 17
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Relative Incidence of Services

Tke SPRUCE project provided a significant number
of uervices to Ul claimants that are not typically
available. To a considerable extent, the components of
the SPRUCE procram may be defined in terms of these
services. Four months after the close of Phase II, a
check of ES records produced the following summary of
services furnished the Test and Contrel groups, respec-
tively:

Number of
persons served
SPRUCE  Regular
Office  Local Office.
Total Phase 1I claimants. . . ... 482 542
(Test) (Control)
In-depthinterviews............... 448 s
ES applications. ................. 82+h - 478
No service recorded beyond visits
and. applications. . ............. 101« 306
Counseling...................... 136 61
Testing. ..........ccoievvve .. 39 20
Training. . ...................... 54 ’ 9
Vocational rchabilitation (medical). 20 3
Edneation....................... 6 3
Job-search assistance............. 212 .
Job development................. 112 58
Jobreferra)...................... 219 184
Placement....................... 70 32

a. Not covered in regular- reporting system.

h. Applications for eervice (Form ES67) were prepared for Test clicnts during
the in-depth interview at the SPRUCE Office in those cases for which no
Laca! Office record was fonnd; the other 366 had their applications trang-

lerred to Project SPRUCE from their L.0.%s.

¢ Includes 33 of the 32 who terminated before the in.depth interview could be
done. Among the remaining 68 were nine who received initial di of
major need (training, education, or rehabilitation service), but accepted no
implementation. The Project experience with respect to refusals of serviee
* was go slight, and the observable relationship between motivation and in-
centive payments &0 vaguc, that little can he said or substantiated concern-
ing these elements of evaluation. Altogether, 19 others were recorded as
dechir.ing offered services in the threc major categories, but they pted
alternative service plans.

The figures show clearly that 56 percent of the Con-
trol group received no services beyond registering and
visiting at the regular Local Offices. On the other hand,
because of the special attention made available by Proj-
ect SPRUCE, only 21 percent of the Test group failed to
receive defined services at the SPRUCE Office.

Although the Test group was smaller than the Con-
trol group (482 vs. 542), twice as many in Test as in
Control received counseling, testine. and job-development
services; one-fifth more received iob-referral service. Re-
sulting placements benefited mcre than twice as many
Test claimants as Control claimants (70 vs. 32) despite
the fact that 30 Test claimants were still in training and
not yet available for placement.

Training and vorational rehabilitation (medical)
were multiplied sixfold.in Project SPRUCE, benefiting
54 persons and 20 persons, respectively, in the Test
group—as against nine and three Control claimants, re-
spectively, who benefited through their regular Local
Offices.



Thuse differences must be viewed in conjunction
with the fact that at time of intake three-fourths of the
claimants in each group were rated job-ready. The fre-
quent contacts with ES staff at the SPRUCE office may
have revegled needs that were not initially recognized.
But the Local Office staff. without such opportunity to
develop fuller diagnoses, is relying on its initial judg-
ment and concentrating its service on the known needs
initially observed.

Groups singled out for scrvice may differ in both
positive und nerative v.vs, Claimants were selected for
particular servico- bocause they werc apparently in need.
That fact alone is likely to be predictive of greater
difficulties in finding and maintaining employment. Or,
conceivably, persons so selected and serviced might be a
high success group just because of that. To establish
clearly the relative effectiveness of a particular service
we would have had to design a comparison between a
group that nacded and got the service and a group that
needed but did not get the service. However, the fact that
certain servires mav he reliably associate] with pesitive
or negative cutcomes does provide asetul informatin and
constitutes & desiralile bcginning.

Only those categories which yielded zignifican: rela-
tionships are discussc in the following section-.

“est Group Services and Employment

Test clzimants who received services beyond initial
interviews and application procedures were more likely
to be unemployed at the 3-week and 13-week followup.
Test claimants who were not selected for additional serv-
ices appear to have a higher subsequent rate of employ-
ment. One might assume that this reflects the ability of
Pr.ject staff to distinguish between those ciaimants who
are most in need from those who are most likely to be
able to function independently. By the 26th week, the
employment rate in both groups had increased and the
differences betwcen them were no longer significant, even
though the cmplovment rate for the group which had re-
ceived no additional services was still higher (64 percent
vs. 52 percent).

Test claimants who received In-Depth Interviews
(IDI) were alin less likely to be employed. since 26 of
the 34 who teiniinated before the IDI did so to accept
employment. This group consequently showed a sizable
and statistically significant advantage tliat was consistent
at all three points of followup. '

The category of desk interviews, which includes ali
interviews not classified clsewhere, was also highly
related to employment. Those claimants who had desk in-

Employment Status of SPRULE Claimants at 26-week Followup,
by Project Group and Selected Serviecs Received

Test group Control group
Services Total Percent Total Percent
Jollowup emplayed Jollownup emplayed
records records
Total respondents.................... 31 5¢.4 479 45.1
* Received. . ............ Ceee 293 51.§ 209 2.1

Notreceived..............c..... 86 64.0 270 47,4
Job-search plan

Received....................... 174 46.6 X X

Notreceived.................... 205 . 61.0 X X
Job development

Received. .. .................... 88 53.4 51 45.1

Notreeeived. . .................. 29) 54.6 428 45.1
Testing

Received. . .............. ... 26 38.5 22 273

Notreceived.................... 333 55.5 157 i 46.0
Counseling

Received. .. .................... 76 48.1 . 56 2.1

Notreceived. . .................. 300 56.0 123 46.8
Referral

Received .. ..................... 180 5%.0 162 11,4

No1 received. ................... 199 53.3 317 45,4
Placement

Received. .. .................... 62 72.6 27 8a.6

Notreceived. ................. .. 317 50.8 452 +1.5
Training

Received. .. .................... 12 Q) 6 0]

Notreceived. . .................. 367 55.0 473 45.5
Education

Received. ...................... 2 *) 3 ®

Notreceived.................... n 54.4 476 45.4
Vocational rehabilitation

Received. .. .................... Y Q] 3 )

Not received. ... ................ 370 54.6 476 45.2

u. Not computed: base 100 small.
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terviews wese less likely to be employed. At the 3-week
followup, 68.3 percent of those Test claimants who had
not had desk interviews were employed, as compared
with 40.9 percent of those who had such interviews.
Again, such results probably indicate that Project staff
worked most with those claimants who were m si in
need. It is impossible to state that desk interviews :ce or
are not necessary or effective. It is, for example, quite
possible that the employment rates in the interviewed
group would be even less if such additional attention
were withheld. In any case, it is fairly clear that not
having such interviews scheduled probably reflects some
posizive evaluation by a Ul interviewer. While the differ-
ences were slightly less, those in the Test group who had
no desk interviews maintained their advantage at 13
weeks and at 26 weeks. At the final followup, 71.9 per-
cent of the 89 respondents who had no interviews were
still employed. This compares with 49.3 percent of the
intervicwed respondents.

Many of the services provided by SPRUCE appear
te have some predittive value for negative outcomes. In
addition to more services, in-depth interviews, and desk
interviews, the development of a Job Search Fian and
job-search followup were substantially related to being
unemployed. However, in cases where job-search assist-
ance and followup were known to have led to claimant
reemployment (without ES placement service), this out-
come was more than temporary; such reemployed claim-
ants tended to maintain employment. At the 26-week
followup, 17, or 81 percent, of 21 such respondents were
still working.

Generally, Test claimants placed by SPRUCE were
much more likely to be employed at each of the followup
points than those who found employment on their own.
It appears that a larger propertion of claimants who
were provided with ES placement services at thie
SPRUCE office (Test) tended to maintain employment
than either those whe did not receive such service at all
or who received it at a regular local office {Control).
Their terminal employment rate (73 percent) was closest
to that achieved by the claimant group who found reem-
ployment by themselves as a result of job-search plan-
ning.

Test Group Termination Status and Employment

As one might expect, the exhaustion of henefits is an
excellent predictor of unemployment. Claimants who ex-
haust are not as likely to find employment loter. While
the differences decreased over time, they were quite large
at all followup points. About 66 percent of the respond-
ents had exhausted their benefits. Of this group, 68.8
percent were unemployed at 3 weeks in comparison with
only 21.8 percent unemployed in the nonexhaustee group.
The 13-week followup revealed little change; benefit ex-
~ haustion was still highly related to unemployment. By
the 26.week followup, 58.5 porcent of the exhaustees
were still anemployed, while unemployment had iallen to
19.7 percent in the nonexhausiez group. To put it an-
other way, 80.3 percent of the 127 respondents who had
not exhausted their benefits were employed after 26
weeks following the termination of Ul services. It is ap-
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parent that the majority of claimants who exhaust their
benefits can be expected to be out of work later on.

On the other hand, terminating enrollment in order
to go to work is an excellent predictor of employment: 3
weeks later, 96.2 percent of persons who terminated for
that reason were still working. Of those who terminated
enrollment for other reasons, only 31.5 percent were em-
ployed. By the 13-week point, 91.2 percent in the “to
work” group were employed; and, by the 26-week point,
89.8 percent were still employed, in comparison with an
employment rate of 42.2 percent in the remainder of the
claimant group. Even though these differences were
somewhat smaller than at the initial féllowup point, they
were highly significant nevertheless.

Claimants were terminated if they ceased to file; but
their failure to file was apparently not due to their find-
ing employment. At least, of the 14 non-filers who re-
sponded to the followup questionnaire, only one was em-
pluoved at 3 weeks; at the 13-week followup, two were
employed and, by the 26th week, three had found jobs.
At this point, the differences were no longer statistically
significant. If greater numbers of claimants had been in-
volved in this category, the differences in employment
rates would have been beyond a chance expectancy (25
percent vs. 55.7 percent).

Those claimants who had had their collection of
benefits interrupted by a spell of employment were more
lIikely to be employed at followups than those without
such interruption of claim. Of the 122 respondents who
had a prior claim-interruption for work, 73 (59.8 per-
cent) were employed at the 3-week followup; claimants
who had no prior interruption for work were less apt to
be employed at that time (42.3 percent), Even though at
the subsequent followup points, the differences fell sirort
of acceptable levels of significance, the fact that a claim-
ant had his enrollment interrupted for work appeared to
be a consistently favorable indication. At the final point
of followup, 63.4 percent of the claim-interrupted group
were employed, as compared with 51.5 percent of those
claimants who had no such interruption.

Test Group Services and UIB Exhaustion

There are many significant relationships between ex-
haustion and services provided for clients. All of them
indicate that the exhaustion rate is higher in cases where
service was provided. Again, this finding does not sug-
gest that the service led to higher exhaustion rates.
Rather, it indicates that the SPRUCE counselors and
staff were quite sensitive to the needs of the SPRUCE
claimants and were offering service to those who needed
it most.

The first three items in the table (page 17), the
relationships with interviewing, suggest either that claim-
ants with higher probability of success were not felt to
need such interviews, or that some selection factor such
as early return to a job, prevented them from being
interviewed.

Test claimants who received more than four counsel-
ing interviews, or job-search planning and followup, were
very likely to be claimants who were recognized as having
employability problems. SPRUCE attempted to provide
help; Project staff spent considerable effort on these
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Significant Relationships Between Services
Provided Test Claimants and Exhaustion

Receiving service Not receiving service Chi Slgr;;fslauce
Services : : Probabilit
Number Percent | Number | Percent Square (of chancey
exhausting exhausting eccurrence)
Desk interview.............coviiieiiiniin.y 326 82.2 92 46.7 45.55 .001
Service beyond initial interview............... 330 86.2 a8 48.9 36.49 .001
In.depth interview.......................... 388 79.1 30 13.3 59.88 .001
Job.search plan developed.................... 191 86.9 227 63.9 27.70 .001
Job-search followup......................... 166 88.0 252 65.5 25.38 .001
Job-development contact.................... 101 83.2 317 71.6 4.78 .05
Referral . .. ......... ..o, 200 80.0 218 69.3 5.76 .02
Training need identified. . ................... 73 84.9 345 72.2 4.50 .05
Referred to training. .. ............... .00 . 45 91.1 373 72.4 6.44 .02
Enrolled in training. ... .. e e 34 91.2 384 72.9 4.54 .05
Medical rehabilitation need identified. . . ...... 32 96.9 386 72.5 7.96 .01
Referred for medical rehabilitation............ 20 100.0 398 73.1 5.88 .02
Enrolled in medical rehabilitation............. 16 100.0 402 73.4 4.41 .05
Counseling............cocoivviiiienin, . 100 -~ 90.1 210 68.6 18.56 .001

claimants. But they still exhausted at a higher rate than
the claimants who did not receive such services. The ex-
haustion rate was also exceptionally high for claimants
identified as needing training, particularly for these ac-
tually enrolled in training. The need for medical rehahil-
itation was one of the most critical items in pr :icting
exhaustion of henefits. All hut one of the 32 claimnants
seen as having this need exhausted. Although not many
claimants have this particular prohlem, it is highly pre-
dictive of exhaustion.

Overall Exhaustion Outcomes: Test vs. Control

We are concerned here ahout the overall effect of
the SPRUCE system as evidenced by comparisons of
Test group outcomes and Control group outcomes. Has
SPRUCE hrought ahout a lower rate of Ul henefit ex-
haustion in the Test group as compared with the Control
group? v ‘

The analysis of benefit exhaustion as an outcome
indicated, at first, that the SPRUCE program may
have had some positive effect. Exhaustion vs. nonexhaus-
tion was run against Test and Control group status, It
appeared that 72.1 percent of the Control claimants ex:
hausted their henefits in comparison with a smaller per-
centage (65.1 percent) of Test claimants, Since the non-
exhaustion group included a large group of claimants
who had heen enrolled in training, as welil as suhstantial
numhers of claimants terminated for reasons like expira-
tion of the henefit year, etc., the analysis was rerun. The
most appropriate analysis, it was thought, should involve
only those claimants for whom exhaustion was a possihil-
ity. Essentially, this meant comparative analyses of the
outcomes of “exhaustion” and “to work.”

Analyzed in this way, the Test and Control groups
did not differ in terms of their exhaustion rates, either
for the original total sample or for the deselected,
equated groups. Originally, it was ohserved that 74.2 per-
cent of the Test group exhausted their henefits as com-
pared with 78.5 percent of the Control group; 25.8 per-
cent of the Test group terminated “to work” as compared
with 21.5 percent of Control claimants. These differences
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yielded a nonsignificant Chi Square of 2.1¢0 (p > .10).
The data ohtained from the equated sample were very
similar., Reference to the following tahle indicates that
the exhaustion rate for the Test group was 74.4 percent,
compared with 77.9 percent for the Control group. In
this case, 25.6 perawnt of Test claimants terminated, “to
work,” while the rate for Control claimants was 22.1 per-
cent. Even though the percentage differences were very
slightly altered, the Chi ,Square ohtained was reduced to
1.19; and, of course, it was still nonsignificant (p >
.25). The ohserved difference is nearly 4 percentage
points; however, a difference of that magnitude could
occur by chance more than one-fourth of the time.

Exhaustion Outcomes of Equated Groups

Group Exhaustions Non- Percent
exhaustions exhausting
Test.......... 294 101 74.4
Control....... 325 92 7.9

It may he concluded that if SPRUCE had an effect
on the exhaustion of UI henefits, it was minimal. Two
reservations, however, must he stated concerning this.
The first, in regard to the meaning of statistical signifi-
cance testing, is that it has a directional limitation:

“It is worth reninding ourselvcs once more that low
significance does not necessarily imply absencc of rela-
tionship . . . The significance level is used to evaluate
the evidence. The lower the risk, the higher the signifi.
cance of the evidence. Highly significant evidence is
taken to show the existence of the relationship. Nonsig-
nificant evidence shows nothing one way or the other.” *

More important is the recognition that the exhaus-
tions under study occurred not in the kind of high-de-
mand labor market which gave rise to the SPRUCE
concept, hut in a period of economic decline and limited
employment opportunities. Some hasic investigations still
need to he made into the theoretical conditions of elastic-
ity in the exhaustion rate.

1. Suits, Daniel B., op. cit., pp. 148-151.



Overall Employment Outcomes: Test vs. Control

It may be stated with considerable confidence, how-

ever, that the SPRUCE system did have a significant
overall effect on employment. The table helow shows
the results obtained when tests were run on the original
whole Project sample and on the deselected equated
sample.

Gains in employment were indicated for both the
Test group and the Control group at each followup; but
it appeared that the SPRUCE program resulted in higher -
rates of claimant employment for the Test group at both
3 and 26 weeks. Employment gains by Control claimants
at the 13-week point reduced Test-Control differences to
such an extent that they could be accounted for by un-
controlled “chance” factors, The reanalysis, in which
equated groups were tested. did not alter these basic
conclusions.

In this final analysis, 48 percent of the Test group
and 39 percent of the Control group were employed at 3
weeks. As reference to the table helow will indicate, the
difference of 9 percent was statistically significant. At 13
weeks, 49 percent of the Test group and 45 percent of
the Control group were employed. The difference of
about 4 percent was not significant. At 26 weeks, 55 per-
cent of the Test group and 46 percent of the Control

group were employed. The difference in employment per-
centages between the groups was again statistically sig-
nificant.

There was, therefore, a definite effect on employment
following termination of SPRUCE services, and this ef-
fect could stili be observed for as long as 6 months.!
Comparison of the different trends during this period
is interesting. The Test group started with about a 9-
percent advantage at 3 weeks. By 13 weeks, the Control
group had increased in rate of employment while the
Test group did not. From this point on, the rate for the
Control group did not show much further increase; on
the other hand, the Test group climbed even higher in
employment. The implication may be that SPRUCE not
only had an immediate effect on employment but that
some SPRUCE claimants actually benefited from the
services following a considerable length of time. This
longterm difference and the fact that it emerged more
than 3 months later, suggests that SPRUCE may have
had effects that might turn out to be relatively enduring
for some claimants. These trends may be observed in the
chart on the next page.

1. This effect s of considerable importance. It is more ususl to find that
the cflects of experimental programs produce short-term gains that dis-
sipatc over time periods of even miaderate length.

Employment Qutcomes of Test and Control Groups at Followup Periods

Test group Control group .
Followup Tmpl N P Employed | N P S
¢ smplo; ‘ot ercent ot ercent are
pe ployed employed emp P employed employed
Original Groups
3 weeke............ 203 226 471.3 199 320 38.3 7.385*
13 weeks........... 203 212 48.9 225 282 4.4 1.710
26 weeks........... 204 169 54.7 215 265 4.8 7.840°*
: Equated Groups
3 weeks............ 184 197 48.3 169 263 39.1 6.567"
13 weeks........... 180 186 49.2 i1 233 45.0 1,186
26 weeks........... 183 148 53.3 186 218 46.0 5.859°0
a. Significant at |1 percent level.
b. Significant at 2 percent level.
Q
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Date

Interwewmg and Counseling P1 ocesses in

s

In the p]annirrg phase of Project-SPRUC.E,. ié >was. N

recognized that the inlerviewing-a'nd counseling processes
would be the major source of the background informa-
tion .and insights necessary for effective diagnostic and
prognostic appraisals. A means was therefore sought to

Name

A. Disabilities (undesline appropriate one)

1. Physical

2. Epilepsy, emotionai, language
a. actually limiting work possibilities
b. actually not limiting work possibilities
¢ unknown
d. individual compensating for disability
e. Individual using disability as a means for

justifying unempioyment

{. none

B. Attitude toward rsemployment
1. Interferes with reemployment

Remarks:
a. realistic
b. unrealistic about capabilities’

c. unrealistic about job avallabrhty

. 4. unrealistic about salary

" e. unrealistic about working conditions

f. changing attitudes prevent reemployment
g. other remarks

2. Does not interfere with reemployment

C. Cooperation _
1. Not cooperative
2. Cooperative
3. Does not accept referrals (other agencies and
]ob interviews)
a, misses appointments or is late
b. any other reason:

Alcohol or drug problem (check one if apphcable)
1. Yes, if so

a, interferes with job

b. does not interfere with job
2. No

E. Previous employer’s recommendation
1. Does interfere with reemployment
2. Does not interfere with reemployment
3. Will heip employment

F. Environmental conditions that limit job success

1. Child care

RIC
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in Client Evaluation

assure maximum and effective utilizatioi of the case find-
ings that are developed by. these processes.
Upon analysis of Counselor notes® found in Trial

Run case files, the following checklist was drawn up for.

use as a standardized summary of evaluative information
gathered in employment and counseling interviews.

Social Security No
Counselor or

Interviewer_
2. Care of others _
3. Available employment pays less than welfare
4. Other (specify)
5. Trausportation
6. Garnislument
‘G. Personal conditions that limit job access
~ 1. Criminal record
2. Minority membershlp
3. Age -
4. Can get job but cannot hold job
5. 'Other (specify)
H. Interpersonal relationships

1. Do interfere with job possibilities

a. marital status

b. supervisor conflicts

c. peer
2. Do not interfere with job possibilities
3. Other (specify)

I. Personal appearance
1. Does interfere with job possibilities (specify})
2. Does not interfere with job possibilities

- J. Medication

1. Does interfere with job possibilities (specify)
2. Does not interfere with job possibilities

For cases where success is not apparent (circle one)
.1. Problems are resolved but new problems con-
stantly emerge
2. The problem() that limit employment are
' highly consistent and cannot be resolved
~ over time .
3. Problems likely to be resolved over a longer -
period of time
Remarks:

L. Counselor notes suégésting critical incidents
1. Unfavorable
2. Favorable

M. Factors that increase probability of work (specify)



Counselors and Interviewers who used it in 182 of
the Phase II Test group cases have found the checklist
helpful in sharpening diagnostic insights. They accord-
ingly have advanced the idea of using it as the basis of
a new instrument yet to be developed: a questionnaire to
be answered by the client himself to achieve a self-ap-
praisal, enhancing his participation and commitment in
the planning and rehabilitation process.

Statistical analysis of the 182 checklist records (all
of which were on Test group claimants) was limited to
the 156 cases whose subsequent termination status be-
came “exhaustion of UI benefits” or “Ul claim discontin-
ued for employment.” Among these, the exhaustion rate
was 84.6 percent; employment at the 26-week followup
was only 29.4 percent (based on 119 respondents at that
point). As expected, these rates for a particular service
group (special diagnostic effort or counseling) compare
unfavorably with the overall Test group rates of 74 per-
cent exhaustion and 55 percent endpoint employment.

Given a popul.tion in which base rates of failure
are so excessively high, it is surprising that any other
identifying features could l:e found that would be related
significantly. either vpositively or negatively, to outcomes
that were considered criteria; nevertheless, each variable
on the Interview Checklist was tested fer a possible rela-
tionship to post-SPRUCE employment and exhaustion of
Ul beneifts. A summary of these relationships is pre-
sented in a table (see page 23) at the end of this chap-
ter. In the following pages, a number of the more salient
factors bave heen given further attention. At least a few
of the characteristics that counselors are able to note
may prove to have predictive value.

Physical Disability

Unemployment rates among the 37 physically disa-
bled claimants were consistently higher than for the 105
nondisabled (3 weeks—67.6 percent vs. 52.4 percent; 13
weeke—79.4 percent vs. 59.2 percent; 26 weeks—83.9
percent vs. 65.9 prcent), but the dilference was not sta-
tistically significant at any point of followup. A larger
sample of such claimants might have indicated differ-
ences beyond chance; however, given the present data,
we can only note that the observed difference was con-
sistent over time. There were also no significant differ-
ences -in exhaustion that could be attributed to the fact
of physical disability; but the observed percentage of ex-
haustion was slightly higher in the disabled group (92.7
percent vs. 81.7 percent). Although these results are not
significant, the clients referred for medical rehabilitation
all exhausted and failed to maintain employment. Physi-
cal disability is very likely a real indicator of problems
in this group. :

Emotional Disability

For 17 (109 percent) of the claimants in the total
sample some degree of emotional disturbance or psycho-
motor involvement (including obvious language difficul-
ties as well as epilepsy) was indicated. While such a

factor is commonly held to produce special adjustment .

difficulties, the data for this category showed no rela-
tionship to either exhaustion or employment.
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Attitudinal Interference with Reemployment

Sixty-seven (42.9 percent) of the 156 respondents
were checked as having attitudes that would interfere
with reemployment—a very high percentage. Perhaps
this is a major factor in the referral of many claim-
ants to counseling services. Of the 62 checked claimants
who provided initial followup information, 30.6 percent
were employed at 3 weeks. Of the 80 claimants who were
checked as not having interfering attitudes, 53.8 percent
were employed at the 3-week point. These differences
were statistically significant by the Chi Square test (x'
= 6.67, p < .01; ie., a Chi Square this large could be
found by chance less than 1 time out of 100). The rapid
rise in unemployment in the “no interference” group
eliminated all differences at the subsequent followup
points. Employment in the larger group had declined to
400 percent by 13 weeks and to 32.3 percent by 26
weeks. This factor was not related to henefit exhaustion.

Unrealistic Attitudes

Those 58 claimants who were seen as having unreal-
istic attitudes (for example, about personal capabilities,
job availability, probable salary, and working condi-
tions) were also unemployed in greater numbers at the
initial followup. At that time, enly 29.6 percent of those
indicated as “unrealistic” were employed, compared with
52.3 percent employment in the rest of the claimant pep-
ulation. These differences were statistically significant (x'
= 6.09, p < .02). As in the previous case, the difference
disappeared as the rest of the group “caughbt up” in un-
employment. By 26 weeks past the termination -of
SPRUCE services, 70.8 percent of the former and 70.4
percent of those with presumably realistic attitudles were
out of work. An unrealistic or other type of potentially
interfering attitude appears to be related to early unem-
ployment bhut not to eventual employment outcomes.

Types of Interfering and Unrealistic Attitudes

Fif.y-nine claimants were checked as having specific
types of interfering and unrealistic attitudes. Almost half
(42.4 percent) were identified as bein; ,inrealistic ahout
their capabilities. The next most frequently-noted limiting
attitude seemed to involve a lack of realism about joh
availability. The type of attitude did not seem to be re-
lated to early employment; however, specific types of at-
tituades may be related to later failure. Perbaps addi-
tional data should be obtained on claimants, sorted into
attitude categories. By the 26-week point, the differences
were growing larger (x* = 858, df. = 5, p < .10).’
Even thougb the cell frequencies were not sufficient to
establish whether or not the type of attitude will really
affect employment outcomes, it appears that those who
are seen as unrealistic about their personal capabilities
are likely to be employed at a higber rate than those
with other types_of limiting attitudes. Claimants in this
category actually showed a slightly increasing rate of
employment over time.

The type of attitude expressed was related to benefit
exhaustion (x" = 1252, d.f. = 5, p < .05). Again, the
cell frequencies were so small as to restrict interpreta-



tion; however, exhaustion rates were noticeably higher
for that group of claimants who were considered unreal-
istic about their own capabilities (96.0 percent). Even
though the number is very small, we should look care-
fully at those claimants who were checked as unrealistic
about salary. There were only six of them, but ali ex-
hausted.

Alcohol or Drug Problem

This category was not significantly related to either
employment or to exbaustion, It should be noted, how-
ever, that the number of claimants involved was so low
as to make a statistically significant result impossible (N
= 4). Some categories are difficult to use in evaluation
because of their infrequent application. It is, in fact,
probable that the actual incidence of drug abuse in this
population is much higher than indicated. We might
speculate that such a category represents a tahoo topic:
claimants don’t volunteer the information and interview.
ers don’t ask.

Nevertheless, it is worth observing that all four of
these claimants did exhaust their Lenefits and that only
one of the four held a job at any followup point. (One
reported employment at 26 weeks.) It is interesting that
the only claimant checked as having a problem to an ex-
tent that would actually interfere with his employment
was the only one who held a job at any time.

State Conditions: Environmental and Personal

The presence of limiting environmental conditions
(child care, care of others, transportation, etc.) did not
seem to make any difference in either employment or ex-
haustion rates. A further analysis by type of condition
also failed to reveal significant differences. Even the con-
sistently higher percentages in the negative categories
were not high' enough at any point. Even though “com-
mon sense” dictates that so-called limiting conditions
might do just that, other conditions ma: be so compel-
ling or numerous that factors which might be critical to
success in a more “employment-prone” group just don’t
count. The fact seems to be that claimants who are re-
ferred for counseling are going to (1) exhaust their ben-
efits, and (2) generally be unemployed.

The presence of limiting personal conditions (crimi-
nal record, minority group membership, age, etc.) was
also unrelated to outcomes. As in the previous case, the
percentages in the negative categories tended to be
higher but the observed differences were not in excess of
chance probabilities. In this category, however, an analy-
sis by type of condition proved more fruitful. The magni-
tude of the differences increased from the point of initial
followup; and, by the 26-week point, a significant Chi
Square was obtained ()}’ = 11.93. d.f. = 4. p < .02).

The most limiting of personal handicaps (for
reemployment) was minority-group status, By 26 weeks,
only about 11.8 percent of this group was still employed
(four of a total of 34) as opposed to 54.5 percent of
those handicapped by “other” factors. The numbers in-
volved in some of the categories were so small as to ren-
der any further conclusions doubtful. (For example, all
of those considered by the Counselor as able to obtain
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jobs but unable to hold them were found at followup to
be unemployed, but there were only three of them alto-
gether.) .
While the type of personal condition was related to
employment, it was unrelated to benefit exhaustion.

Interpersonal Relationships

While the type of interfering interpersonal relation-
ships (unsatisfactory marital status, conflicts with super-
visors, peers, etc.) was not related to exhaustion or to
employment outcomes, claimants checked as having prob-
lems in the area of interpersonal relationships of the. sort
that might be expected to interfere with job poessibilities
tended to have higher rates of employment at 13 weeks
(x* = 596, p < .02). However, by the 26-week point,
there was no difference in favor of either group. Inspec-
tion of the percentages at each puint suggests a higher
initial rate of employment for the “problem” claimants,
followed by sudden loss. Only 17 claimants were in this
category. There was no relationship to benefit exhaus-
tion.

“Success Not Apparent” Group

In this category, counselors were asked 1o indicate
those claimants for whom success was not apparent, as
well as some classification of the type of problem situa-
tion (temporary, cannot be resolved, new problems con-
stantly emerge, etc.). The majority of claimants in the
“success not apparent” category were identified as hav-
ing problems that would be resolved over time (43 of the
54). (It may be noted that, nevertheless, the exhaustion
rate in this category was 92.6 percent and that 75.0 per-
cent were out of work by the 26th week.)

An analysis according to the type of problem cate-
gory revealed no relationships to exhaustion or to em-
ployment outcomes. On the other hand, the “no problem”
people were more likely (x* = 7.12, p < .01) to be em-
ployed at 3 weeks (52.1 percent vs. 27.1 percent). By 26
weeks, however, enough had lost jobs so that the unem-
ployment rates of the groups were too close to vield sta-
tistically significant differences (yes, 75.0 percent; no,
68.7 percent). While there appeared to be some tendency
for more of the people with problems to exhaust (92.6
percent vs. 80.4 percent}, such a difference might occur
by chance as often as 10 times in 100.

Critical Incidents

Counselors noted critical “incidents™ for 75 claim-
ants. Whether or not such incidents were seen as favora-
ble or unfavorable made no apparent difference to em-
ployment or exhaustion, but the fact that such an
incident was observed at all did make a difference.
Claimants for whom “critical incidents were noted were
more often employed (53.5 percent vs. 33.8 percent) at
the 3-week point (x* = 4.84, p < .05). Perhaps this re-
flects the fact that the majority of incidents noted were
seen as favorable (90.0 percent). This difference was not
significant at 13 or at 26 weeks, although the critical-
incident group did, in fact, maintain a higher rate of
employment, There was no relationship to exhaustion.
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Factors Favoring Employment

While those claimants listed as having positive fac-
tors in favor of employment (skilled, motivated, etc.)
maintained proportionally higher rates of employment at
all points of followup, the difference was sufficiently be-
yond chance only at the 13-week point (x* = 818, p <
.01). At this time, 46.8 percent of the claimants who
were seen as characterized by one or more favorable fac-
tors were employed, compared with only 21.7 percent

employment for the rest of the group. There was no rela-
tionship to exhaustion.

When these claimants were considered by type of
factor, no positive relationships appeared. Those claim-
ants characterized as willing and motivated, or as having.
a particular skill, had the highest proportional rates of
employment, The greetest differences were in the initial
weeks; however, at no time were these differences statis-
tically significant. The type of factor was also unrelated
to exhaustien.’

Summary of Results

The Relationship of lntervie‘.v Checklist Notes to Outcome

Outcome
Condition identified on checklist Percent employed Percent
3 weeks l 13 weeks ‘ 26 weeks exhausting
Physical disahilil{ ....................... P 32 21 16 93
Emotional disability . .. ............... ... ..ol 13 21 10 88
Attitudes interfere with reemployment 31 31 26 88
Attitudes unrealistic. . ...............coiie i 30 32 29 88
NotcooperatiVe. . ............coviiieeiiiniiniinneeeienn, 33 33 13 94
Alcohol ordrug problem. . .............. ... oo il — — 25 100
Previous employer record interferes. ...................... ... 37 35 27 88
Previous employment record does not interfere. ............... 57 40 40 76
Environmental condition interferes........................... 38 33 25 88
Personal condition interferes. . . ............ ... .. 41 33 27 89
Interpersonal relationship problems interfere. ................. 65 65 40 71
Personal appearance interferes.................... ... ... 30 34 32 92
Medical conditions interfere...................... ... ... 33 33 33 100
Success not apparent (problems interfere}..................... 27 29 25 93
Critical incidents noletr. .......... e 54 40 38 84
Unfavorable critical ineidents. . ............................. 29 14 — 100
Employment-facilitating factors present. . .................... 47 47 36 85
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Prediction of Insurance Exhaustion

To identify personal characteristics of Ul claimants
that are closely associated with likelihood of UI benefit
exhaustion, a series of sensitive and comprehensive statis-
tical analyses was made of the records of the first 200
claimants enrolled by Project SPRUCE for the Control
group (89 from the Trial Run and the remainder from
the first month of Phase II}.

Control group records were used exclusively because
of the possibility that in Test group cases the outcome
(exhaustion or nonexhaustion) could be affected by the
intervening Project activity as well as by the claimant’s
personal characteristics. Further—since nonexhaustion
could reflect technical conditions, or regular Ul and ES
program activity, as well as reemployment—the analysis
excluded those whose claims were discontinued because
of beneft-year expiration, disqualification, enrollment in
training, death, or withdrawal for unknown reason. This
left 185 in the analysis, comprised as follows: Exhaus-
tees 136 (51M, 85F) ; Nonexhaustees 49 (28M, 21F).

Because the primary-factor group emerging from the
analysis was sex-related or sex-differentiated, separate
lists of exhaustion identifiers were developed for males
and for females as shown on the following pages. These
checklists are the versions used in an experimental trial
started in March 1972 to test their applicability and to
explore the possibility of finding other significant factors
available to the Interviewer through direct observation
(physical appearance, speech, poise, attitude, etc.) or
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through access to additional information iz the claimant’s
record. Not indicated in these versions is the original
labelling of certain of the items as very highly predictive.
These were items 1, 3, and 9 in the checklist for males,
and items 1, 2, 7, and 10 in the checklist for females.

The experimental trial was run on about 1,000
claimants sampled from two large-city offices and two
small-town offices by a selection procedure correspending
to the screening criteria used for Project SPRUCE en-
rollment, except that they were being selected now at
their 3rd to 6th certifications (for early prediction), and
that better statistical representation of males and of non-
whites was sought now.

When sufficient time has elapsed to coniplete the
records on the outcoines of these cases, it is hoped that
further analysis will determine how the prediction fac-
tors should be scored, updated, or changed to develop a
true PIE (Prediction of Insurance Exhaustion) scale for
general applicability. The end product may be useful
both for’ directing claimants into service programs and
for administrative purposes such as predicting claims
loads.

Linkage of this effort to the work on Interview
Checklist Notes inay lead to even mere fruitful ap-
proaches, involving recognition of various special claim-
ant profiles, measurement of the effectiveness of counsel-
ing service, and comnmitment of claimants 1o service
programs by sclf-appraisal.



NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
Division of Employment

Experimental Scale CONFIDENTIAL For Research Purposes Only

Prediction of Insurance Exhaustion

- — Number of Certifications J::'
Claimant; Name S84 No. Weeks Worked in Base Year l:

Expects recall? l:j I [

Claimant Employer
Conflicting reasons for separation D

L.O.# Interviewer Date

INSTRUCTIONS: Place a check (X) in the box in front of each factor that applies to this claimant.

Factors Associated with Higher Exhaustion Rate Among MALES

Income
Claimant’s total income in previous year was $8,000 or more.
Claimant’s total income in previous year was $4,500 - $7,999.
Education

Began, but did not complete high school.

Was a dropout from grade school, junior high, or college (years
of schovling completed were 0 - 5, or 7, or 13- 15).

O UL

Type of Unemployment

Reason for becoming unempioyed was frictional unemployment or
reduced employability, rather than occupational or economic causes,

L[

Has @ barrier to reemployment other than lack of education, lack
of skill training, or obsolete skill.

Employment/ Unemployment History

Total g: nful employment less than 3 years.

Was unemployed 30 weeks or more during the last 12 months.

[:l Was unemployed for 17 to 29 weeks during the last 12 months.

LI I R I R A R I e L L R A A I R I A LR A L DR I R I N

INTERVIEWER'S

JUDGMENT { (May take into account additional factors observed in the interview or in the claims
record. If the judgment made is not self-evxdent from the factors checked above,
please add appropriate comment.)

D Expect exhaustion [:I Do not expect exhaustion
Explanatory Comments' o '

E KC SPR 10M (2-72)
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NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
Division of Employment

Experimental Scale CONFIDENTIAL For Research Purposes Only

Prediction of Insurance Exhaustion

- Number of Certifications ] |
Cloimant: Name SSA No. . )
Weeks Worked in Base Year ]:l

Expects recali? | J ] I
Claimant: Employer

Coafticting reasons for separation [:]

L.O.# Intetviewer . Date

INSTRUCTIONS:  Place a check (X) in the box in front of each factor that applies to this claimant.,

L I R R I I I I I I N I I I I I I I I I I I T I I I I R R L I O I )

Factors Associated with Higher Exhaustion Rate Among FEWALES

Income
[:[ Total family income in previous year was $6,000 or more.
]::] Hourly earnings on last full time job averaged $3.00 or more.
Education

)

Completed less than 12 years of schooling,

Type of Unemployment

Reason for becoming unemployed was frictional unemgioyment or
reduced employability, rather than occupational-or economic causes.
’

Transportation or child care is a barrier to reemployment,

Has a bartier to reemployment other than lack of education, lack of
skill training, obsoleta skill, transportation, or child care,

EREREAN

Over 55

Employment/ Unemployment History

Total gainful employment 3 years or more.

Was unemployed for 17 te 29 weeks during the last 12 months.

100

Was unemployed for 30 weeks or more duting the last 12 months.

LR A B O B N DY AN DR S R Y B RN I B I BN BN R BN BN B U B NN B BRI AN B AT DY BN Y X AN DL R RN BN AR B A A B B BN AN B IR AL 2N

INTERVIEWER’S .
JUDGMENT: (May take into account additional factors observed in the intetview or in the claims

record. If the judgment made is not self-evident from thefactors checked above,
please add appropriate comment.)

D Expect exhaustion D Do not expect exhaustion
Explanatory Comments

SPR 10F (2-72) 26
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Costs and Benefits

Definitive Costs

The total expenditure of SPRUCE funds for the en-
tire life of the Project was $388,457—$270,804 for ad-
ministration and $117,653 for incentive and allowance
payments to clients. This compared with budgeted
amounts of $276,43! for Project administration and
$168,900 for SPRUCE payments to clients.

In addition, SPRUCE clients received $55,810 in al-
lowance payments from MDTA Title II funds (out of
$255,000 set aside froin that source to supplement the
SPRUCE budget) and $184,224 in UI henefits, during
their association with the Project.

The SPRUCE payments to clients were distributed
by type, as follows:

Number Total Total
Type of payment of weeks amount®
. persons ®
Service allowance. .. .. £52,461.30
During counseling. 61 705
During rehabilita-
tion service. .. .. i 7 -
Standby, pre-
training. ... .... 13 55
Standby, post-
traiung. . ...... 9 33
Fraining allowance.... - 51 765 65,191.75
Total........ 105 1,565 £117,653.05
a. The total number of persons includes no duplications.
b. The total amount of payments includes $2,656in tr tation all

The administrative costs of operating the Project are
detailed in the following summary. To the extent that
these administrative costs include obligations peculiar to
a research project—processing of Control claimants, fol-
lowup efforts, services of research consultant, etc.—they
presumably exceed the amount it would take to operate
a permanent SPRUCE-type program. Furthermore, orga-

nization of such & permanent program could entail some
reduction of the regular Local Office organization re-
quired for processing non-SPRUCE claimants.

ltem Amount

Salaries................ ... o i, $188,871.09
Personnel benefits. ...................... 49,013.93
Space........ i 16,432.32
Rescarch-consultant service............... 8,403.99
Communications. ... .................... 3,694.00
Supplies.................. ... .. ... 1,732.79
Travel...... ..o i i 1,172.77
Equipment. ... ......................... 564.28
Transportation of things. .<.............. 539.51
Other.......oor i i 379.15

Total.................c...o ol . $270,803.83

Initial Benefits

The table below, which shows cliim duration, givis
scant evidence that the SPRUCE system can reduce the
duration of benefits—at least not when it is interposed
after the 13th certification and under the kind of labor-
market conditions that existed during the Project period.

However. the report chapter on the impact of the
SPRUCE system develops the finding that—although the
Test and Control groups did not differ significantly in
their UI benefit exhaustion rates—there was a clear and
enduring effect on post-SPRUCE employment, which was
measured as a statistically significant advantage in the
Test group of 9 percentage points at the 6-month fol-
lowup. These 9 percentage points represent a Test group
margin of 20 percent over the Control group baseline. In
absolute numbers this means that more than 30 Test
claimants were in jobs as long as 6 months after termi-
nating from Project SPRUCE, who presumably would
not have been in jobs if they were in the Control group.

Post-SPRUCE earnings, as analyzed from the follow-
ups thus far, reveal that both Test and Control claimants

Distribution of SPRUCE Claimants by Number of Regular Unemployment Insuranee
Benefits and Extended Benefit Checks Received, as of April 25, 1971

Test Control
Weeks of benefits
Number ’ Percent Number ] Percent
Total. ... o e e s 473 100 528 s 100
Weeks of unemployment insurance benefits
Under 20. ... ..ottt i ittt 40 8 26 5
20-25. . ... e PPN 91 19 80 15
b T 289 61 359 68
2B-30 b, e e e e e e 35 7 46 9
Q0-540, e e 18 4 17 3
Weeks of extended benefits©. . . ... .. o e 138 100 1M 100
P 28 20 32 19
o 2 18 i3 27 16
1300 e e e e 92 67 112 65
a. Excludes 9 Test cl and 14 Control claimants who received Trade hauation of regular bLenefit righta; only one in the Test group and two

Readiustment Allowsnces in lieu of regular henefits.
b. Includes benefit rights in subsequent benefit year.
e. Nearly all of the extended-benefit claimants qualified on the basis of ex-
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in the Control group qualified by expiration of their henefit year; thus the
proportion of exhanstees receiving extended henefits is 40 percent in each
group {Test, 137/342; Control, 169/422).
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are eyually liable to suffer early reductions in hourly
earning rate from their pre-SPRUCE levels,' Dat» from
the 3-week followup show employed Test group respond-
ents earning an average of $2.77 per hour compared to
their pre-SPRUCE average of $3.10, and employed Con-
trol group respondents averaging $2.67 per hour com-
pared to their pre-SPRUCE average of $3.03. In later
followups, matched reports show both Test and Control
respondents recovering their earning power:

Control

Test
Number reporting earnings............. 156 168
Average hourly rates reported
13-week followup............. .. $2.95 $2.94
26-week followup............. .. 3.11 3.08
Pre-SPRUCE.............. vee. 3,18 3,07

More intensive analysis, through determination of

1. Pussibly relevant to this is. another finding, that an overwhelming major-
ity of employed respondents jn both claimant groups were working for
someone other than a previous cmployer (95 per cent in the first
follow:p, and 89 per cent in the second and third followups).
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longitudinal mmpact on earnings, must await subsequent
analysis of total earnings, to be based on special Social
Security Administration followups. .

Longitudinal Benefits

Through special processing of Social Security Ac-
count data, computer tapes are being made available to
yield comparative Test and Control distributions of quar-
terly and annual earnings from October 1970 on. Other
definitive outputs to be longitudinally realized, but which
cannot be estimated by projectionr, include (a) refine-
ment and validation of a prediction scale for early iden-
tification of potential exhaustees, and (b) emergence of
a counseling instrument for client self-appraisal.

On a still wider social horizon, evaluation of long-
range benefit should also address itself philosophically to
the “musical chairs” question: In programming for the
reemployment of Ul claimants, are we going to build
more chairs so as to accommodate everyone, or are we
going to sharpen our skills for livelier participation in
the elimination game of seating A only at the expense of
unseating B?
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- Project Results: Implications

That SPRUCE represents a valuable approach now

“seems clearly established by a number of positive find-

ings. It seems equally clear, too, that the SPRUCE -expe-
rience may have a continuing impact, not as a definitive
operation, but as an ongoing process of exploration.

It is satisfying to note that full exposure of the Test
group to SPRUCE services has given it the advantage of
a distinctly superior and durable post-SPRUCE employ-
ment rate over the partially-exposed Control group. But,

~of course, many questions of attribution remain open,

such as the intrusion of the general economic recession,
the extent of “creaming,” the relative contribution of

-special rehabilitation services and concentrated applica-

tion of conventional ES services, the failure to affect ex-
Laustion rates, etc.

Even if all the remaining puzzles and uncertainties
were resolved, the solutions would probably not be ulti-

mate or permanent. For in the dynamic equilibrium of

our open economy and open society, the continuous proc-
ess of adjustinent-feedback-readjustment assures contin-
ual discovery or redefinition of problems, and perpetual
need of creative problem-solving.

Among the areas in which ongoing exploration is

relevant to the questions cited above, are our own con-

tinuing studies toward effective classification of UI claim-
..ants to_facilitate prediction of insurance exhaustion, to
dlagnose their motivations and job-readiness from analy-
sis of individual work histories and patterns, and to
learn how these profiles reveal the need for specific

forms of intervention and the responsiveness of c]almanls

to such intervention.

Parallel and pertinesi activity is also known to be
under way at such diverse facilities as the University of
Western Ontario School of Business Administration: (to
devise and evaluate a “tracking model” of how unem-

ployed persons make use of government programs and

seek employment; research sponsored hy. Unemployment

* Insurance Commission of Canada) and the Human Inter-

action Research Institute of Los Angeles (to find and

- evaluate ways of assessing the readiness of manpower

Q

program participants; research sponsored hy U. S, Man-
power Administration).

By such efforts, added to others—like the newly cre-
ated unit in the Erie County Health Department for em-
ployment evaluation service to clients with placement
problems, by a diagnostic team of medical, employment,
and social service specialists—techniques are invented
and knowledge is accumulated so that eventually a defi-
nitive program can be constructed to meet the need. Ob-
viously, Project SPRUCE itself was one such contr]bu-
tory effort.

Most troublesome among the issues and Open
questions mentioned above are the restriction of employ
ment opportunities by the economic recession and the
failure of SPRUCE to reduce the exhaustion rate. How-
ever, they do logically seem to fit together. With our so-
ciety and economy unable to eliminate cyclical fluctua-
tions, participants in the system have had to be satisfied
with the familiar adjustment and have learned to plan

RC
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their lives within that framework. How elastic, then, can
the exhaustion rate be? Is jt modifiable in varying de-
grees under different economic condiiions? Might earlier
intervention be more effective?

Also related to this is the observatlon by Proiect
staff that exhaustees were not returning to the SPRUCE
Office for continuation of job-placement efforts. A brief
attempt at instituting exhaustion interviews, to encourage
and arrange continuing, rcgular contact and service,
proved ineffective when only 16 out of the first 115 ex-
haustees who received this interview returned subse-
quently for service. Although 111 of them asserted that
the Project had been helpful, only 48 felt it could help
further by keeping them informed of future job open-
ings; 62 felt it covld give them no further help.

Analysis of the curious mixiure of objective and -
subjective factors in the complex of ego responses that
enter iuto program effectiveness, and particularly into
the persistent exhaustion rate, will have to include some
study of sources of placement other than the Employ-
ment Service, and of their relative contributions to job-
finding for UI claimants. Do pre-exhaustion placements
differ from post-exhaustion placements in this respect? -

_ It also had been supposed initially that the Project’s .
focus on service wonld, per se, delay discontinuation of
claims in many instanccs, perhaps to the point of ex-
hausting benefit rights, but that such shortrun effects
would be overshadowed by the now demonstrated im-
provement in the post-SPRUCE employment rate. Can
the snppositicr: that the longer time required for addi-
tional services actually contributes to the exhaustion rate
be squared with the Project experience of Extended Bén-
efits being claimed in equal proportion by the Test and
Corcirol groups during the period January-April 19717

Tke demonstirated improvement of 9 to 10 percent-
age points in the post-SPRUCE employment rate—47
percent of Test group vs. 38 percent of Control group
employed at the 3-week followup interval, and 55 percent

.of Test vs. 45 percent of Control group at the G-month

interval—is a real accomplishment, considering the num-
bers involved and the Chi-Square determination of proba-
ble significance at the .01 or .02 level. (See table, p. 18.)

But besides the many remaining questions, experi-
mental replication is necsssary, not only to confirm the
experience but to apply it in ways that will test varying
schemes of claimant classification until we can develop
procedures for assignment of those specxﬁc individuals
most likely to benefit from particular services. Coordi- .
nated analysis of accumnulaied information from Project
SPRUCE and-related "explorations can be assimilated in -
many minor adjustments in policy and in programming
of services, as well as in new instruments for evaluating
claimants, to yield even greater gains at little additional
cost to ongoing Ul operations.

At the very least, Project experience suggests that
intensification of standard ES Local Office services to Ul
claimants would have unquestionable value. The explora-
tory or experimental aspects of it pertain only to the ad-
ministrative and organizational formats for the delivery
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of these services and to the recordkeeping devices for
their measurement and evaluation.

Evaluating the program in dollar terms, there is no
conclusive evidence that the SPRUCE system can reduce
the duration of benefits to effect savings in benefit pay-
ments. However, its superior record of reemployment
may indicate that poesitive monetary values may be cred-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ited tv it. SPRUCi. not only had an imumediate effect on
employment, but some claimants actually benefited from
the services following a considerable length of time. This
long-term difference suggests that the effects of SPRUCE
may be enduring. This will be measurable when longitu-
dinal earnings data based on Social Security records be-
come available.
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Table 1. Characteristics of SPRUCE Enrollees by
Initial Employability Rating and Termination Status

A. Test Group

Job-ready Not job-ready
Total Ul claim Ul claim
Characteristics number Ul discon- Other ter- Ur discon- Other ter-
enrolled  Total  benefits  tinued mination | Toal  benefits  tinued  mination
exhausted for work  status exhausted for work  status
Total in test group.... 482 347 234 80 33 135 80 29 26
Age
Under 35 years........ .. wee. 208 139 94 35 10 69 33 22 14
35-4yeus. . ..., 102 85 52 22 11 17 14 1 2
45-S4 years.................. 115 83 57 17 9 32 21 S 6
S5—64years.................. 57 40 31 6 3 17 12 1 4
Sex
Male..........oooeienL, 235 160 113 41 6 75 41 24 10
Female...................... 247 187 121 39 27 60 39 5 16
Ethnic group
White. .............c.couien. 354 262 178 66 18 92 55 2] 16
Negro........co.cvvivinn. 119 82 54 14 14 37 22 5 10
Puerto Rican................. 6 2 2 — — 4 1 3
Other nonwhite............... 3 1 — — 1 2 2 — —
Veteran status
Veteran. ..........oocevuenn. 133 93 69 19 S 40 26 9 5
Nonveteran.................. 349 254 165 61 28 95 54 20 21
Marital status
Single................. ... 132 82 67 13 2 S0 27 13 10
Married. .. .... e, 262 205 136 50 19 57 32 13 12
Widowed. .........c......... 27 16 10 2 4 11 9 2
Divorced or separated.. .. ..... 61 “ 21 15 8 17 12 3 2
Education
24 13 10 1 2 11 8 2 1
50 39 31 6 2 11 5 1 5
134 85 53 21 11 49 31 13 S
174 134 90 32 12 40 24 8 8
100 76 50 20 6 24 12 5 7
291 205 135 52 18 86 52 21 13
191 142 99 28 15 49 28 8 13
227 151 108 28 15 76 45 15 16
201 151 97 39 15 50 30 11 9
52 43 28 12 3 9 5 3 1
Tormore............ ....... 2 2 1 1 - -— - — —
Family income in 1969 v
$1,800............... 15 6 5 1 —_— 9 6 1 2
»1,801- 3,600............... 52 29 17 6 6 23 15 3 5
3,601-5,400............... 78 53 38 9 6 25 15 7 3
5,401- 7,200............... 60 38 .27 7 ., 4 22 7 9 6
7,201-9,000. ......... 73 59 38 18 3 14 11 — 3
9,001-12,000. . .. 80 64 43 16 5 16 10 5 1
12,001-15,000. . .. 37 33 10 15 8 4 2 — )
15,001 ormore............... 30 25 18 6 1 5 4 — I
Unknown...............o.... 57 40 38 2 - 17 10 4 3
Claimant’s income in 1969
0-$1,800............... 58 3l 24 4 3 27 14 5 8
81,801- 3,600. .............. 139 9% 65 22 9 43 28 10 5
3,601- 5,400, . ............. 129 95 63 18 14 34 19 6 9
5,401- 7,200............... 81 57 41 11 5 24 12 8 4
7.201- 9,000 ... ...l 48 42 25 16 1 6 6 — _
9,001-9,999. ... .......... 7 7 3 4 —_ —_ — - —_
Unknown...........ocovuinn. 20 19 13 S 1 1 1 — —_
continued
Q
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1. A. Test Group (continued)

- Job-ready Not job-reads-
Total Ul clzim UI claim
Characteristics number UI discon- Other ter- Ul discon- Other ter-
enrolled  Total  bLouefits  tinued mination | Towal  benefits  tinued mination
exhausted for work status exhausted for work _ status
Total in test group.... 482 347 234 80 33 135 80 29 26
Poverty level classification
- Public assistanee recipicnt
infamily.................. 17 9 7 2 -_ 8 5 3 —
Substandard income for family :
size (in non-P.A. cases)...... 26 8- 1 — 1 18 12 — 6
Above poverty level........... 439 330 220 78 32 109 63 26 20
Current spell of unemployment
(at intake)
I-3weeks..........cintl, 2 2 — 2 —_ — — — —
4-8weeks................... 29 24 14 8 2 5 1 2 2
9-13 weeks. .. ....o0ieiinn.. 43 29 16 7 6 14 6 2 &
14-18 weeks. ... ..o i ann, 207 146 96 38 12 61 35 12 4
19-26 weeks. . . .. 168 125 92 23 10 43 28 12 3
27-39 weeks. . .......... e 21 14 12 1 1 7 6 1 —_
40-52 weeks......ooiiiiien., 11 6 4 — 2 5 4 — 1
53 weeks orover........ ..., 1 1- — 1 — — — — —
Total unemployment in past
12 months (at intake)
I-8weeks..........coviinlt. . — — — - —_— — —_ — —
9-18 weeks......oovvveenn... 205 149 94 39 16 56 29 11 16
19-26 weeks.. ... iiiin e 212 153 105 35 13 59 35 16 8
27-39 weeks..oovve e, 50 38 31 6 1 12 9 2 1,
40-52 weeks. ...l - 15 7 4 —_ 8 1 — 1
Gainful employment . - .
Less than L year.............. 6 2 2 — —_ 4 2 1 —
1-2years. .. ...l 36 25 19 6 —_ 11 5 4 2
3-O9years. ....coveiiiiiinn, 156 104 66 27 11 52 23 15 14
10 years ormore....oo.vvivn... 284 216 147 47 22 68 49 9 10
Occli)pationul group—Ilast full-time
jo
White collar:
Professional, teclinical, and - - . — -
wanageriel............. 55 49 34 14 1 6 5 1 - —
Clevical and sales......... 152 118 71 31 16 - 34 16 8 10
Blue collar: )
Processing. .............. 20 14 11 2 1 6 4 1 1
Machine trades........... 55 33 23 7 3 22 - 14 5 3
Benchwork............... 50 35 22 9 4 15 11 1 3
Structural worle. . ........ 38 27 23 1 3 11 6 3 2
Miscellancous. . .......... 58 34 23 9 2 24 14 8 2
Service v ii i 54 37 27 7 3 17 10 2 5.
Agriculture, forestry and fishing. — —_ — — — —_ — — -
Occupational group—primary
hite collar:
Frofessional, technical, and
managerial............. 59 52 34 16 2 7 5 1 1
Clerical and sales......... 154 119 i 26 16 35 20 6 9
Blue collar: :
Processing. .............. 24 17 13 4 — 7 4 1 2
Machine trades........... 50 33 22 1 4 17 10 4 3
Benehwork............ ... 46 31 19 8 4 15 11 2 2
Structural work .......... 41 26 21 2 3 15 9 4 2
Miscellaneous. ........... 56 31 20 9 2 25 14 8 3
Serviee. .ot T 48 34 25 7 2 14 1 3 4
Agriculture, forestry and fishing. 3 3 3 — — — —_ — —_
Unknown........c..cocoen... 1 1 — 1 — — — — —
Benefit status at enrollment T
13th certifieation. .. .......... 63 43 27 10 6 20 11 3 6
14th certifieation. . ........... 59 41 27 15 2 15 8 -3 4
15th certifieation............. 59 43 25 10 8 16 8 4 4
16th certifieation. . . . . . e 47 31 22 4 5 ‘16 12 2 2
17th certification............. 70 46 33 12 1 24 14 6 4
18th eertification............ B 91 75 52 15 8 16 8 5 3
19th certification............. 62 42 29 10 3 . 20 15 4 1
20th certifieation.. . . ... ..... 31 23 19 4 — 8 4 2 2
continued
34



1. A. Test Group (continued) )

Jeb-ready . . Not job-ready
Total UI claim ) Ul claim
Characteristics number ur discon- Other ter- il discon- Other ter-
enrolled Total  benefits  tinued mination | Total  benefits  tinued - mination
exhausted for work  status exhausted for work  status
Total in test group.... 482 347 234, ., 80 33 135 80 29 26
Prior interruption for svork
Yes...... et 130 91 50 27 14 - -39 25 5 El
Nowooveiiieiini e vee.. 352 256 184 53 - 19 96 55 24 17
Reason for hecoming unemployed i
Seasonal..............o0il.l 28 25 17 7 1 3 — 1 2
Icregular..................... - 110 2 © 48 22 5 38 20 11 7
Cyclical. ................ ... 80 66 45 15 6 14 8 4 2
Structural. . ................. 122 85 59 19 7 37 27 4 6
Technological .. .............. 5 27 23 3 1 8 5 1 2
Frictional.................... 63 40 24 10 6 23 12 5 6
Reduced employability........ 44 32 21 4 7 12 8 3 1
Industry group—iast full-time job : )
Manufacturing. ....... R, 220 161 108 . 38 15 - 59 . 36 11 12
Durahle goods............ 155 113 75 27 1 - 42 . 28 9 5
Metals, machinery. ... 63 43 30 10 3 20 ! 14 2 4
Other............... 92 70 45 1Y 8 22 14 7 1
Nondurahble goods. ... .... 65 48 33 11 4 17 8 2 7
Apparel............. 4 3 3 — —_ 1 1 — —
Otl?-‘:r ................ 61 45 30 11 4 16 7 2 7
Contract Construction. ........ 14 8 7 1 — 6 3 2 1
Transportation-Fublic Utilities. 20 14 6 6 2 6 -2 2 2
Wholesale, reteii trade......... 117 8 - 59 17 9 32 22 5 5
Finance, insura:aes, and
real estate. . 19 14 9 3 2 5 3 1 1
ServiceB. ... ..coaviiiiiiin 43 40 28 8 4 3 4 1 3
Other nonmanuiagturing. ... ... 44 25 . 17 7 i 19 10 7 2
Latest average hourly earnings
Under 81.50 — — — — —_ - — — —
$1.50-1.74...... 47 33 27 5 1 14 10 1 3
175192, ... ..ol ,. 52 34 25 - 6 3 18 10 4 4
2.00-2.24. . ..ot A 33 19 8 ) 12 8 1 3
225249, .. ...c i, 44 30 16 9 5 14 9 2 3
250274, .. ..., 46 27 19 6 2 19 11 5 -
275299, ..o i L 29 16 13 ! g i3 6 5 2
3.00-349................... 94 €8 44, 15 9 26 14 7 5
356-399. ...l 62 ol 36 12 "3 11 7 2 2
400449, ..., 3 28 19 9 — 5 3 1 1
450499, . ..., 7 5 3 2 — 2 1 1 —_—
#90ormore. . .....iuin. ... . 23 22 13 vl 2 1 1 — C—_
Buw:rier to reermployment :
Too old or.tao young........., 33 24 19 5 2 a 6 1 —
Luck of education., ........... 23 31 9 2 — 12 6 3 3
Lack of skill training.......... . 46 5 11 4 1 30 i1 10 9
Lack of experience. ... ....... . 16 5 2 2 1 11 .5 4 2
Gahsolete skill.............. N | — - — — 1 1 — —
Health problom........... . 25, 10 10 — — 13 9 2 2
Personal yproblem............. 3 f 1 1 — — 2 1 - 1
Transpertation. .............. 16 R 10 1 — 5 3 2 —_
Careof child................. 3 3 2 1 — — —_ — —_
Care of other family member... 1 1 _— 1 — — —_ — —
Cemviction record............. — — — — —_ — — — —
Carcnichment................. —_ — — — — — - — — —
Other.........oovvvvvul. 183 146 98 31 17 37 25 3 9
None...oooveveeivenneiiinnan, 134 117 7 33 12° 17 13- 4 —_
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Table 1. Characteristics of SPRUCE Enrollees by
Initial Employability Rating and Termination Status

B. Control Group

Job-ready Not job-ready
Total Ul claim . Ul claim
Characteristics number Ul discon- Other ter- Ui discon- Other ter-
enrolled  Total  benefits  tinued  mination | Total  benefits  tinued mination
exhausted for work  status exhausted for work  status
Total in eontrol group. - 542 393 289 77 27 149 102 30 17
ge .
Under 35 years. .............. 221 151 113 27 11 70 16 15 9
35-4d years...........0iiuenn 110 78 55 14 9 32 21 .6 5
45-54 years. ... ... ieeeiennn 127 95 68 22 5 32 21 8 3
55-64 years. ... ..........0unn 84 69 53 14 2 15 14 1 —
Sex
Male...... e 286 199 130 44 16 87 58 21 8
Female........ccoiiveennnn. 256 194, 159 33 11 62 44 9 9
Ethnic Gronp -
White. .....oovveiniineeenn. 422 321 234 62 25 101 69 21 11
Negro..ovvviiiiiiiieinn.., 115 . 72 55 15 2 43 29 8 6
PuertoRiean................. 5 — — — — 5 4 1 —
Other nonwhite......... e —_ — — — — — — — —_
Veteran Status
Veteran. . ....coovvvueeiennn. 170 120 . 86 - 24 10 50 32 - 13 5
Nonveteran. . .........ccouen. . 372 273 203 53 17 99 70 17 S 12
Marital Status .
Single..........coveieiiin, 156 102 70 26 6 54 37 13 4
Married. ... oovviinenne e, 304 230 172 41 17 74 53 13 8
Widowed. ...... e 23 19 13 5 1 4 2 — 2
Divoreed or separated......... 59 42 34 5 3 17 10 4 3
Education .
Less than 8 years............. 35 21 14 6 1 T 14 11 3 —
CATS . et e eie e e 62 39 23 12 4 23 14 8. 1
9-11years................ “o.. 155 101 72 22 7 54 38 7 9
12years.........oviiinninnn 174 130 104 19 7 44 29 9 6
More than 12 years........... 116 102 76 18 ‘8 14 10 3 1
Primary wage earner v . -
Yes. oo 351 240 168 52 20 111 72 24 15
No....... e e 191 - 153 121 25 7 38 30 6 2
Number of dependents. . .......... - . .
1 279 201 142 19 10 78 55 <17 - 6
1-3. e 219 160 124 22 14 59 37 11 11
B6. v 36 27 19 5 3 9 7 2 —
T OrTUOTC. e v e v nnnevancnnnns 8 5 4 1 —_— 3 3 — _—
Family ineome in 1969 )
0-81,800............... .13 6 5 1 — 7 1 4 2
$1,801- 3,600 ' 55 36 24 7 5 19 12 1 6
3,601- 5,400 89 57 41 12 4 3z 24 5 3
5,401~ 7,200 84 56 43 9 4 28 15 10 3
7,201- 9,000 78 54 37 13 4 24 20 2 2
9,001-12,000 87 73 56 11 6 14 9 4 1
12,001-15,000 37 33 26 6 1 4 3 1 —
15,001 or ‘more 37 35 28 5 2 2 2 — —_
Unknown.....ovoveiieennnnns 62 43 29 13 1 19 16 3 —
Claimant’s meome in 1969 : :
0-81,800............... 70 46 33 11 2 24 13 6 5
$1,801-3,600............... 151 103 76 20 7 48 35 5 8
3,601- 5,400............... 142 101 76 17 8 41 30 9 2
5,401- 7,200, . ............. T 102 79 60 15 4 23 14 1 2
7,201- 9,000.. ............. 44 34 20 10 4 10 9 1 —
9,001-9,999............... 31 30 24 4 2 1 1 — —
Unknown..........oocvvuuinn 2 - = — — 2 — 2 —
continued
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1. B. Control Group (continued)

Job-ready Not job-ready
Toial Ul claim Ul claim
Characteristics number UlI discon- Other ter- UI discon- Other ter-
enrolle : Total benefits  tinued mination | Total  benefits  tinued mination
exhausted for work  status exhausted for work  stalus
Total in control group. 542 393 289 77 27 149 102 30 17
Poverty level classification
Public assistance recipiert
infamily. ................. 19 5 4 1 — 14 11 3 —_
Substandard income for family
size {in non-P.A. cases)...... 26 18 14 2 2 8 2 — 6
Above poverty level........... 497 370 271 74 25 127 89 27 11
Current spell of unemployment
(at intake)
1-3weeks.................... 5 4 3 — 1 1 1 —_ —
4-8weeks.................... 17 13 9 3 1 4 3 1 —
9-13weeks................... 39 27 12 11 4 12 6 5 1
14-18 weeks.................. 262 190 138 43 o 72 49 14 9
19-26 weeks.................. 177 127 100 19 8 50 37 7 6
27-3% weeks.................. 35 27 22 1 4 8 4 3 1
40-52 weeks.................. 7 5 5 —_ — 2 2 — —
53 weeksorover.............. — —_ — —_ — — — — —
Total unemployment in pasi
12 months (at intake)
1-8weeks.................... 4 3 2 1 — 1 — — 1
9-18weeks................... 243 179 126 42 11 64 4 14 6
19-26 weeks.................. 208 149 112 27 10 59 45 9 5
27-39 weeks........ .......... 68 50 39 6 5 18 10 4 4
40-52 weeks,................. 19 12 10 1 1 7 3 3 1
Gainful employment
Lees than'l year.............. 7 4 3 1 — 3 3 —_
1-2years. .....oovvveenninnn, 33 25 18 6 1 8 6 — 2
39years..”.................. 184 129 97 23 9 55 34 13 8
10 yearsormore............. 318 235 171 47 17 83 59 17 7
Oecl]l:pational group—last full-time
jol
White collar:
Professional, technical, and
managerial. .. .......... 69 59 40 14 5 10 9 — 1
Clerical and sales. ........ 139 114 92 13 9 25 16 3 6
Blue collar:
Processing............... 32 19 13 5 1 13 10 3 —
Machine trades........... 63 48 38 7 3 15 9 4 2
Benchwork............... 59 47 30 15 2 12 5 6 1
Structural work . .. ....... 40 29 20 8 1 11 7 3 1
Miscellaneous. ........... 70 38 26 ] 3 32 22 6 4
Serviece. . ............0. 0. 69 38 30 5 3 31 24 5 2
Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 1 1 —_ 1 —_ — — —_ —_
Occupational group—primary
hite collar:
Professional, technical, and
managerial............. 71 65 “ 16 S 12 10 1 1
Clerical and sales. ........ 138 110 89 12 9 28 18 3 k4
Blue collar:
Processing. .............. 27 17 13 4 — 10 9 1 —
Machine trades........... 57 41 35 5 1 16 9 5 2
Benchwork............... 58 45 27 15 3 13 9 4 —
Structural work .......... 38 28 17 9 2 10 6 3 1
Miscellaneous. . .......... 72 43 30 8 5 29 19 7 3
Service.................u.nn 71 42 33 7 2 29 22 5 2
Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 2 1 — 1 — 1 — 1 —
Unknown..................e 2 1 1 —_ —_ 1 —_— —_ 1
Benefit status at enrollment
13th certification.,............ 61 36 25 8 3 25 15 5 5
14th certification. .. .......... 82 54 41 13 — 28 17 8 3
15th certification. .. .......... 53 37 22 7 8 16 12 2 2
16th certification. . ........... 71 57 42 13 2 14 8 4 2
17th certification. . .. ......... 82 66 51 10 5 16 11 4 1
18th certification. . ........... < 64 51 12 1 26 22 3 1
19th certification...... ...... 76 58 45 10 3 18 12 4 2
20th certification. . . .......... 27 21 12 4 5 6 5 —_ 1
continued
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1. B. Control Group (continued)

Job-ready } Not job-ready

Total Ul elaim Ul claim

Characteristics number Ui discon-  Qther ter- ‘ Ut discon-  Other ter-
enrolled  Total ~ bencfits  tinued  mination | Total  benefits  tinued mination
exhausted for work  status l exhausted for work  status
Total in control group. 542 393 289 77 27 149 102 30 17
Prior interruption for work
YeB. ..o 163 113 63 37 13 50 26 17 7
No.oooooiiiii i 379 280 226 40 14 99 76 13 10
Reason for becoming unemployed
Seasonal..................... 49 35 24 5 2 14 13 1 —
Ireegular. .................... 163 109 72 30 7 54 30 15 9
Cyclical . .. .................. 7) 58 40 13 5 13 9 3 1
Structwral, .. ............ ..., 104 48 73 13 2 16 10 5 1
Technological . . .. ............ 27 21 14 6 1 6 5 | -
Frictional, .. .............. ... 74 50 38 6 6 24 20 | 3
Reduced employability . . ... ... 54 32 24 4 4 22 IS5 1 3
Industry group—Iast full-time job
Manufacturing. . ............. 260 199 139 15 15 61 41 15 5
Durablegoods. ... ........ 166 127 87 30 19 39 26 10 k!
Metals, machinery. . .. 50 31 2] 7 3 19 14 4 i
Other. .............. 116 96 66 23 7 20 12 0 2
‘Nondurable goods. . . ... .. Y4 72 52 15 5 22 15 5 2
Apparel. . ... ... ... 11 10 8 2 — 1 — — i
Otl{’cr ............... 83 62 41 13 5 21 15 5 1
Contract Construction. . ... ... 13 9 8 i — 4 3 1 -
‘Fransportation-Public Utilities. 14 10 7 1 2 4 4 - -
Wholcsale, retail trade. . ... .. .. 116 85 62 17 6 31 21 0 q
I'inance, insurance, and
realestate................. 18 14 10 3 1 4 3 - 1
Services. . . ... oL 59 36 31 4 1 23 16 2 5
Other nonmanufacturing. ... . .. 62 40 32 6 2 22 14 6 2
Latest average houtly ezrnings
Under 81.50.............. ..., 2 2 1 1 — — — - - —
$1.50-1.74. ... 58 10 30 . 8 2 18 it | 3
1.75-199. ... ... ... 51 35 29 5 1 16 10 3 3
200-224, ... 68 44 32 8 4 24 1 2 3
225-249. .. ... .. ... 32 22 16 3 3 10 6 3 1
2.50-2.74. ... 55 38 28 8 2 17 13 3 ]
275-299. ... e 41 29 21 7 | 15 6 4 5
3.00-349., . ... .. 93 71 50 15 6 22 16 6 -~
350-399......... ... 74 57 39 14 4’ 17 12 5
400449, . ... ..o 23 19 15 3 1 + 2 2 —
450499, ..., ... .......... 16 12 12 — — 4 3 — 1
S5C0ormore................ 26 2t 16 5 3 2 | | -
Barrier to reemployment
Too old or too young.......... 56 1] 31 9 | 15 7 2 0
Lack of education............. 26 Lt Y 4 | 12 17 2 —
Lack of skill teaining.......... 29 13 1 | i 16 il 5 -
Lack of experience............ 4 13 13 - - 31 21 6 4
Obsolete skill................. 12 2 | - | in ! i 2
Health problem. . .. 17 16 13 2 | 1 —- 1 -~
Personal problem 15 1 | — 14 9 2 3
Transportation. .............. 14 11 9 2 — 3 3 - -
Carcofchild................. [} 1 1 — — 5 5 — -
Care of other family member. .. 1 — -— - — 1 1 —
Conviction record............. 2 2 1 — 1 —_ — — .
Garnishment. ................ 1 — - — 1 I —- -
Other. . .......covviiiinn.. 129 128 90 31 7 1 — 1 —
Nome.......ooovviviniiininn, 190 151 109 28 14 39 27 10 2
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Table 2. Employment Status at Three Followup Intervals
of SPRUCE Test and Control Claimants by Services Received

A. 3-Week Followup

Test group

Contre: group

Services Total Em- Unem- Percent Tatal Em- Unem- Percent
’ Jollowup  ployed  ployed  employed | follewup  plrsed ployed  employed
records records
Totel rcspondents............ 457 208 249 45.5 519 199 320 38.3

Job-search plan .

Reccived. ..............ccnnn. 204 77 127 37.7 —_— - — —

Notreceived. ....................... 253 131 122 51.8 — - — —
Job Development

Received. . ...................... ... 108 48 60 44. 4 57 20 37 35.1

Notreceived...........oovviiie .t 349 160 189 45.8 462 179 283 38.7
Tesling

Received. .. ........ooo i iie 38 15 23 39.5 20 4 16 20.0

Notreceived. ... .........covvvvn, 419 193 226 46.1 499 195 304 39.1
Counseling '

Received ., . ...................... ... 129 51 78 39.5 59 17 42 28.8

Notreeeived. .. ...........covveninns 328 157 171 17.9 160 182 278 39.6
Referral .

Reccived. .. ..................... ... 210 104 106 49.5 177 67 110 37.9

Notreceived. . ...................... 247 104 143 42.1 342 132 210 38.6
Placement h

Received. .. ............. .......... 67 47 20 70.1 30 18 12 60.0

Notrcecived. .......cocvvivi e, 390 el 229 41.3 4189 181 . 308 37.0
Training

Received. . ......................... 51 13 38 25.5 8 4 4 50.0

Notreceived........................ 106 195 21 48.0 511 195 316 38.2
Educatton

Received. . ......................... 6 1 5 16.7 3 - 3 —_

Notreccived. .. ..................... 451 207 244 45.9 516 199 317 38.6
Vocational Rehabilitation

Received........................... (4 5 9 35.7 3 1 2 33.3

Notreceived........................ a3 203 240 45.8 516 198 318 % 38.4
Summary—all 9 services

Received all......................... — —_ — —_ — — - —_

Receivedsome. ..................... 364 153 211 42.0 228 83 145 36.4

Receivednone. ...................... 93 55 38 59.1 291 116 175 39.9
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Table 2. Employment Status at Three Followup Intervals
of SPRUCE Test and Control Claimants by Services Received

‘B. 13-Week Followup

Test group Control group
Services Total Em- Unem-  Percent Total Em- Unem-  Percent
Jollowup ployed  ployed employe | followup ployed  ployed  employed
records records
Total respondents............ 422 205 217 48.6 508 225 283 44.3

Job-gearch plan

Received. . . ... iiiiiiiien, 189 81 108 1 42.9 — — —_ —

Notreceived.................oovunt. 233 124 109 53.2 - — — —
Job development

Received. .....c.coviini i ann, 105 46 59 43.8 54 21 33 38.9

Notreceived........................ 317 159 158 50.2 454 204 250 44.9
Testing -

Received................... e 31 11 20 35.5 19 5 14 26.3

Notreceived........................ 391 194 197 49.6 489 220 269 45.0
Counseling

Received.. ...............n.. 103 43 60 41.7 60 20 40 33.3

Notreceived............coviiiinnn.. 319 162 157 50.8 448 205 243 45.8
Referral

Received. . ...............ovivnnnn. 205 99 106 48.3 176 75 101 42.

Notreceived.........covvvvinnn ... 217 106 111 48.8 332 150 182 45.2
Placement .

Received........cooovvviiiiinnn.n. 69 44 25 63.8 29 16 13 55.2

Notreceived........................ 353 161 192 45.6 479 209 270 43.6
Training

Received...............coiiinene. 21 6 15 28.6 8 2 6 25.0

Not roceived. . ... et 401 199 202 49.6 500 223 277 44.6
Eduecation

Received. . .............cooviiinnnn. 3 1 2 33.3 3 — 3 —

Not received................... vee.o. 419 204 215 48.7 505 225 280 44.6
Yocational rehabilitation

Reeeived. .. ............o i, 11 5 6 45.5 3 1 2 33.2

Notreceived........................ 411 200 211 48.7 505 224 281 44.
Summary—all 9 services

Received all......................... — —_ — —_ — — — —

Receivedsome. .. ................... 329 150 179 45.6 225 93 132 41.3

Receivedmone....................... 93 55 38 59.1 283 132 151 46.6
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Table 2. Employment Status at Three Followup Intervals
of SPRUCE Test and Control Claimants by Services Received
C. 26-Week Followup

Test group Control group
Services Total Em- Unem-  Percent Total Em- Unem-  Percent
Jollowup  ployed  ployed ocmployed | followup ployed  ployed  employed
records records :
Total respondents............ 379 206 173 54.4 479 216 263 45.1
Job-search plan
Received...................... 174 81 93 46.6 — — — —_—
Not received. . ................. 205 125 80 61.0 — — - —
Job development
Received. ..................... 88 47 41 53.4 51 23 28 45.1
Not received. .................. 291 159 132 54.6 428 193 235 45,1
Testing
Received. . .................... 26 10 16 38.5 20 5 15 25,0
Not received. .................. 353 196 157 55.5 459 211 248 46.0
Couneeling
"Reccived........... ..ol 9 38 41 48,1 56 18 33 32.1
Notreceived. . ................. 300 168 132 56.0 423 198 225 46.8
Re;ferfal ‘ )
Received. .. ................... 180 100 80 55.6 162 72 90 44,4
Not received................... 199 106 93 53.3 317 144 173 45,4
Placement .
" Received...................... 62 - 45 17 72.6 27 15 12 55.6
Notreceived. . ................. 317 161 156 50.8 452 201 251 4.5
Training
Received. . .................... 12 4 8 33.3 6 1 5 16,7
~Notreceived................... 367 202 165 55.0 473 215 258 45.5
Education
Received...................... 2 1 1 50. 3 — 3. —_—
Not received................... 377 205 172 54.4 476 216 260 45.4
Vocational rehabilitation
Received. .. ................... 9 4 5 44.4 3 1 2 33.3
Not received. . ................. 370 202 168 54.6 476 215 261 45.2
Summary—all 9 services
Received all.................... — — — — — — — —
Receivedsome .. ............... 293 151 142 51.5 209 88 121 42,1
Receivednone.................. 86 5% 31 64.0 270 128 142 47.4
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Table 3. Employment Status of SPRUCE Test and Control Claimants
by Services Received, Job Readiness, and Claim Termination

First followup Second followup Third followup
Stagu; as S)' service, Emplayed Employed E
job readiness, Emp: mplo mployed
and claim termination T ital Total Total
Number  Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent
Test group

Total respondents.. 457 208 45.5 422 205 48.6 379 206 54.4

Scrvieed. ... cviiiiiiiiiaiiann. 364 153 42.0 329 150 45.6 293 151 51.5
Not serviced. ................. 93 55 59.1 93 55 59.1 86 55 64.0
Jobeready.............. ... ... 330 160 48.5 308 159 51.6 283 158 55.8
Not jobready................. 127 48 37.8 114 46 40.3 96 48 50.0
Exhaust.....ooovviveiinunnn.. 295 91 ~30.8 277 94 33.9 248 102 41.1
Towork.........oovvivienn. 107 103 096.3 104 95 91.3 100 90 90.0
Other termination. . ........... 55 14 25.5 41 16 39.0 31 14 45.2
Prior interruption for work. .. ... 124 74 59.7 122 65 53.3 101 64. 63.4
No prior interruption for work. .. 333 134 40.2 299 139 46.5 278 142 51.1

Control group
Total respondents.. 519 199 38.3 508 225 44.3 479 216 45.1
Servieed...... ..o 228 83 36.4 225 93 41.3 209 88 42.1
Notserviced. .....e.ovvvvvn.n. 291 1l6. 39.9 283 132 46.6 270 128 47.4
Jobready................ . ... 375 141 37.6 373 169 45.4 343 158 46.1
Not jobready................. 144 58 ¢ 40.3 136 56 41.2 136 58 42.6
Exbaust.....cooviiinenrnnnn.. 376 92 24.5 370 122 33.1 345 116 33.6
Towork.....ovveevevnnnnnnnn. 107 96 82.7 104 89 85.6 102 84 82.4
Other termination. . . .. e 36 11 30.6 35 14 40.0 32 16 50.0
Prior interruption for work. ..... 156 84 53.8 156 87 55.8 142 85 59.9
No prior interruption for work... $63 115 31.7 353 138 39.2 337 131 - 3809
Q
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Table 4. Employment Status at Three Followup Intervals
of SPRUCE Claimants Who Received Job-Search Assistance

A. 3-Week Followup

Other services . Total followup Employed Unemployed  Percent employed
. records
Total responding. . . ....................... 204 77 127 37.7

Job development

Received. . ... ooii i it i e 53 23 30 43.4

Notreceived. .. ...ttt e i 151 54 97 35.8
Testing .

Received. . ...................... P 22 8 14 36.4

Notreceived. . ....... ... .0iiiiiiiiriiiieninenns 182 69 113 37.9
Counseling :

Received. . . ... .. i i e 48 21 27 43.8

Notreceived. . ... ... it 156 56 100 35.9
Referral

Received. .. .. ... i i i 120 54 66 45.0

Notreceived. . .. ... ittt B4 23 61 27.4
Placement .

Recelved . .o oottt i ittt it 34 23 11 67.6

Notreeeived. . ... .ottt i it 170 54 ‘116 31.8
Training :

Received....... ..o i i i 19 7 12 - 36.8

Notreceived. .. ... ... iiiii i 185 70 115 37.8
Education .

Received . . .. .o oot e e 3 1 2 33.3

Not received. .. ........... 2 201 76 125 37.8
Yocational rehabilitation

Received. . ........ ... i 5 3 2 60.0

Notreceived............. .. ittt 199 74 125 37.2

O
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Table 4. Emplopment Status at Three Followup Intervals
of SPRUCE Claimants Who Received Job-Search Assistance

'B. 13-Week Followup

Other services Total followup Employed Unemployed  Percent employed
records
Total responding. . ...............conutn. 189 81 108 42.9
Job development
Received. . . ...cooviiiiiiiii e, " 51 21 30 41.2
. Notreeeived........ ... iiiiiiiiiiiiiinnninnnn. 138 60 78 43.5
Testing
Received. . ... i e 21 6 15 28.6
Not reeeived. .. ................. e, 168 75 93 4.6
Counseling
Received. .. ........cooi i 41 18 23 43,9
Notreeeived...........coiiiiiiiiiiiriiininnnenn. 148 63 85 42.6
Referral )
“Received. .. ..oooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaeane e 115 52 63 45.2
Notreeeived........ooiiiiiiiiiii it iieann. 74 29 45 39.2
Placement
Received. . . ..ooiitiiiiii i ieeeieiieannen 33 22 11 66.7
Notreeeived. ...ooviineeviiinennnnn. et 156 59 97 37.8
Training
Received. .. ....cooiiii. it iiie s 8 3 5 37.5
Not reeeived.................... ettt 181 78 103 43.1
Edueation "
Received. . ........i it 2 1 1 50.0
Notreeeived. ........ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiianiienn. 187 80 107 42.8
Voeational rchabilitation
Received. .. ........cooi it 3 2 1 66,7
Notreceived........oiiiiiiiin ittt 186 79 107 42.5
O
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Table 4. Employment Status at Three F ollowup Intervals
of SPRUCE Claimants Who Received Job-Search Assistance

C. 26-Week Followup

Other services - Total followup Employed Unemployed  Percent employed
records
Total responding. . .. .ooveeeereersenenennnn. T 174 81 93 46.6
Job development ' '
Received. ............. e e 41 20 21 48.8
Notreeeived. . ..o eiiin it iineeenneneeeannns 133 61 —— 72 - 45.9
Testing ’ : :
Reeeived. .. .oviniiii it i et ittt eeciteaiaens - 18 6 12 " 33.3
Notreeeived. . .o vvvi ittt it iiein e naannnns 156 5 81 48.1
Counscling ’ ’
Reeelved. . ..o ittt ti et eie e 33 15 18 45.5
Not reeeived............... e 141 66 5 46.8
Referral ' .
Received. .o voe vt e e tieeneneanenns 102 49 53 48.0
Notreeeived. .. ... vii ittt 2 32 40 44 .4
" Placement .
Reeelved. .. ... ittt i ettt 31 22 9 71.0
Not received. . ........ Gt 143 - 59 . 84 41.3
Training
Received. .. ..ot i it it 4 —_— 4 ) —
"Notreceived. « o ovviivee i e e e 170 81 89 47.6
Eduecation
Reeeived.............oooit e 2 1 1 50.0
Notreeeived. . ............c.ontt. e 172 - 80 92 46.5
Vocational rchabilitation
Recelved. ... ..o i ittt 2 2 — 100.0 .
Notreeeived. . . covvii ettt ceennerennaennn 172 79 93 45.9

O
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Table 5. Employment Status of SPRUCE Claimants
at Three Followup Intervals by Claimant Characteristics

A. 3-Week Followup

Test group

Unen.

Percent

Conirol group

Characteristics Total Em- Tatal tone U nem- Percent
folloveup  ployed  ployed  employed | followap  ployed  ployed  cmployed
records records
Total respondents. ... ... .. ... 457 208 249 45.5 519 199 320 38.3
Employability
Jobeready ... ..o o 330 160 170 48.5 375 141 231 37.6
Not jobeready..................... .. 127 49 ) 37.8 144 58 86 10.3
Uaknown. . ... oo - -- - — . .
Age
Under 34 years. .......... ....o.o... 197 100 97 50.8 200 91 18 13.5
35-A1 years. .. . ... .. 92 16 16 50.0 106 41 62 A5
45-54 years. ... .. e 113 46 67 40.7 123 44 79 35.8
8564 years. . ... ... 55 16 30 29 83 22 6l 25.5
65 ycars and over.. ... ... ... .. ..., - - - - - - -
Sex
Male................ ... ........ 219 128 9l 54.4 268 123 145 15.
Female. . .................. ........ 238 80 153 33.0 251 0 175 30.3
Educution
O-Tyears.............c.ooouiiinunn. 23 11 12 17.8 35 16 19 45.7
Byears. ... ... 50 16 34 32.0 59 22 37 37.3
9-1lyears...................... ..., 126 54 72 429 150 48 102 32.0
12yeurs. ..o 163 7 84 48.5 167 64 103 38.5
Over 12years. ...................... 95 48 47 50.5 108 19 59 15.4
Disadvantaged status
D, e 40 15 25 37.5 42 12 30 28.6
Non-HRD.......................... 416 192 224 46.2 477 187 290 39.2
Unknown...............ovivvinn... 1 1 —_ 100.0 - — - —
Benefit status at enrollment
13th certification 00 25 35 41.7 59 31 Rt 52.5
14th ceriification 56 29 27 51.8 2 35 47 12.7
15th certification 56 22 3t 39.3 48 15 33 31.%
16th certification A7 19 28 40.4 64 24 4 35.3
17th certification 61 34 30 53.1 79 26 5 329
18th certification 48 42 10 47.7 86 31 55 36.0
19th certification 57 25 32 43.9 7 27 14 38.0
20th certification 29 12 17 41.4 26 10 16 38.5
Ethnic group
White. . ...ooorvee e, 341 158 183 46.3 100 156 250 38.4
Negro.......ooviviiiii i, 108 47 6l 43.5 108 40 68 37.0
Puerto Rican........................ 5 2 3 40.0 3 3 2 60.¢
Other. . .......c.o it 3 1 2 33.3 - .- —
Veteran status
Vetleran. .. oo ooveveener e r e s 124 70 54 56.5 161 71 90 44.1
Non-veteran. .........ooouuivennnn. 333 138 195 11.4 358 128 230 35.8
Handicap status
Handicapped ........................ 53 18 35 34.0 [ 16 14 26.7
Not handicapped. .. ................. 404 190 2i4 47.0 439 183 276 39.9
Family income in 1969
$0-1800. . ....... ... 15 7 8 6.7 13 6 7 46.2
1801-3600. ... ..o, 47 19 24 0.4 50 15 35 30.0
3601-5400. .. ... ... ..., 72 33 39 45.8 83 32 51 3.6
54017200 ... 54 3] 23 57.4 79 32 47 0.5
T7201-9000. . . ... 70 30 40 42.9 7 29 48 37.7
9001-12000. . . ...... ... 9 a3 46 41.8 85 36 19 2.4
1200115000 .. ... ... 37 2] 16 6.8 30 Il 25 30.6
15001 andover...................... 3 13 17 13.3 36 15 2] 41.7
Unknown...........co.coiivviovei 59 21 2 39.6 60 23 37 38.3
continued
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5A. 3.Week Followup (continued)

Test group | Control group
Characteristics Total Em- Unem- Percent Total Im- Unem- Pereent
followoup ~ ploved  ployed  employed | follownp  ployed ployed  employed
records records
Total respondents............ 457 208 249 45.5 519 199 320 38.3
Barrier to reemployment (pre-SPRUCE)
Too old or too young................. 32 14 18 43.8 52 17 35 32.7
Lack of education.................... 23 10 13 43.5 27 15 12 55.6
Lack of skill training................. 15 22 23 18.9 43 17 20 39.5
Lack of experience................... 15 9 6 60.0 22 8 14 36.4
Obsolete vkill. ............... ... .. ... - - | — 2 1 1 50.0
Health problem...................... 22 6 16 27.3 30 8 22 26.7
Transportation. . .................... 14 + 10 28.6 16 6 10 37.5
Carcofchild.................. .. ... 3 2 1 66.7 2 - 2 —
Other. . ... 173 76 97 43.9 159 69 90 43.4
NONC. ..ot e 126 64 62 50.8 159 57 102 35.8
Unknown.........coviiienieieenes 4 1 3 25.0 7 1 6 14.3
Poverty level classification
Recciving public assistance........... 10 6 4 60.0 14 3 11 21.4
Subslnn(fard income. ... 30 9 21 30.0 28 9 19 32.1
Above poverty level. ................. 416 192 224 46.2 477 187 290 39.2
Unknown.........cooviveeinniennnn, ] 1 — 100.0 — — — —
Reason for becoming unecmployed
Seasonal............ ..o 25 17 8 68.0 46 11 35 23.9
Irvegular. ..o 102 53 19 52.0 158 78 50 49.4
Cyclical .....................coinn 78 41 37 52.6 65 32 33 49.2
Structural .. . ... 116 46 70 39.7 101 30 7 29.7
Technological . . ..................... 34 15 19 4.1 26 13 13 50.0
Frictional........... ... ... ... .. ... 59 25 i 42.4 71 20 51 28.2
Reduced employability . .............. 42 10 32 23.8 46 15 31 32.6
Unknown.......cooiiiiiiiiiaenns 1 1 — 100.0 — — — —
Termination status
Exhaustion. .. ............. ... 295 91 204 30.8 376 92 284 24.5
Towork......oovvvuri i 107 103 4 96.3 105 96 1 91.4
Expiration of benefit year............ 14 8 6 57.1 12 6 6 50.0
Disqualified. ........................ 5 1 4 20.0 2 2 — 100.0
Enrolled in training. ............. ..., 18 3 15 16.7 2 1 1 50.0
Ceased tofile. .................... ... 16 1 15 6.3 19 2 17 10.5
Active-returned to .. O .. ... ... .. 1 1 — 100.0 1 — 1 —
Active-retained.............. ... ... 1 — 1 — —_ — — —
Unknown.......coooiiiiiiiineneenns _ — — — — — ~— —
Prior interruption for work
Prior interruption. . ...t 124 74 50 59.7 363 115 248 31.7
No prior interruption................. 332 133 199 140.1 156 84 72 53.8
Unknown. . .....oovnienvnnionninns 1 1 — 100.1 — — — —
For those ciployed:
Source of placement
Recalled by former employer.......... X — X X X — X X
NYS Emp. Service (incl. SPRUCE). ... X — X X X -— X X
Personal effort............. ... ... ... X 8 X X X — X X
Self-employed. ...t \ 4 X X X 1 X X
In armed forces. . ................... X — X X X - X X
STEP. ... X I X X X X X
DVR. ... X - X X X - X X
Unknown. . ....oovviviiionee X 195 X X X 198 X X
For those not employed:
Seeking work .. .. ... X X 17 X X X 274 X
Not seeking work................. ... X N 35 X X X 24 X
Unknown...........ooiviiiieiann, X X 97 X X 22 X
continued
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5A. 3-Week Fdllowup (continued)

Test group Control group
Characteristics Total Em- Unem-  Percent | Total Em- Unem-  Percent
followup  ployed  ployed  employed | followup ployed  ployed  employed
records records
Total respondents............ 457 208 249 45.5 519 199 320 38.3
Reason for not seeking work
Starting own business. ............... X X 3 X X X — X
Health.........cooooiiiiiiina.... X X 1 X X X 7 X
Awaitingrecall............... ... .. X X 8 X X X — X
Injail. .o oovoennnnnnsiies X X — X X X — X
Attending school or training.......... X X 1 X X X 5 X
Stike.......... ool X X 4 X X X —_ X
Disinterest.......................... X X —_— X X X — X
Pregnancy.................... ... ... X X 3 X X X 3 X
Withdrew from labor market.......... X X 4 X X X — X
Left area; deceased. . ................ X X 1 X X X — X
Other.....oovvvieeiii i, X X 3 X X X 6 X
Unknown............coovvveinin... X X 7 X X X 3 X
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Table 5. Employmeni Status of 3I"RLUE {laimants
at Three Follownp intervals by Clain:ant Characteristics

B. 13-Week Followup

Test group Control group
Characteristics Total Em- Unem-  Percent Total Em- Unem-  Percent
followup ployed  ployed employed | followup ployed  ployed  employed
records records
Total respondents. ........... 422 205 217 48.6 508 225 283 4.3
Employability
Jobeready............ ... ... 308 159 149 51.6 373 169 204 45.3
Not jobready....................... 114 46 68 40.4 135 56 79 41.5
Unknown........oovvevienenrnnennn. — — — — — — — —_—
Age
Under34 yeuars. ..........ovvininn... 182 96 86 52.7 197 93 104 47.2
3544 years. ...ttt 87 46 41 52.9 106 52 54 49.1
45-54 years. ............. et 99 46 53 46.5 123 55 68 4.7
5564 years. ... .......covvureennnn. 54 17 37 31.5 82 25 57 30.5
65andover............... it — — —_ — — —_ — —
Sex
Male. . .....ovviiiir i iiiiiiiinnnn 205 126 9 61.5 259 131 128 50.6
Female.................c.cioi. .. 217 9 138 36.4 249 94 155 37.8
Education
O-Tyearf.......ocovnivnneinnnnnonnn 22 10 12 45.5 33 14 19 42.4
BYears.....ov ittt i 49 14 35 28.6 58 25 33 43.1
9-11years.........ocovvenivinnnin.. 120 58 62 48.3 145 51 94 35.2
12years.......coviiiiiiiiiie., 149 72 7 48.3 165 76 89 46.1
Over 12years....................... 82 51 31 62,2 107 59 43 55.1
Unknown.........ooiviiiiinnnanen — — — — — — — —
Disadvantaged status
HRD.....ooii ittt iinnns 38 12 26 31.6 37 15 22 40.5
Non-HRD 383 192 191 50.1 471 210 261 44.6
Unknown 1 1 — 100.0 — — — —
Benefit status at enrollment
13th Certification.................... 51 24 27 47.1 58 31 27 53.4
14th Certification.................... 53 31 22 58.5 76 36 40 47.4
15th Certification. ................... 53 22 31 41.5 47 15 32 31.9
16th Certification...........cec0..... 43 17 26 39.5 65 28 37 43.1
17th Certification. . .................. 55 26 29 47.3 80 31 49 38.8
18th Certification. . .................. 81 47 34 58.0 86 38 48 44.2
19th Certification.................... 57 23 34 40.4 70 34 36 48.6
20th Certifieation. .. ................. 29 15 14 51.7 26 12 14 46.2
Ethnie group
hite. . ... e 320 160 160 50.0 404 182 222 45.1
Negro.....covvviiiiiiiiiiiiinnnn.. 95 42 53 4.2 100 40 40.0
Puerto Rican........................ 5 2 3 40.0 4 3 1 75.0
Other........... pe e e 2 1 1 50.0 — — —_ —_
Veteran statns ’
Veteran. .. .....ouuivueenneeennnenes 113 67 46 59.3 154 81 73 52.6
Non-veteran................ccueun. 309 138 17 4.7 354 144 210 40.7
Handicap status
Handiea ped......ooooii 48 18 30 37.5 60 21 39 35.0
Not handieapped. ................... 374 187 187 50.0 448 204 244 45.5
Family Inecome in 1969
85—1800 ............................ 15 4 11 26.7 11 4 7 36.4
1801-3600. . ......covvviinieiannn 45 18 27 40.0 50 19 31 38.0
3601-5400. .. .....ciiiiiiiiian 63 27 36 42.9 80 39 41 48.8
5401-7200. .. .......coiii e, 51 33 18 64.7 73 35 38 47.9
7201-9000. .. . oo o it 63 32 31 50.8 7 36 41 46.8
9001-12000. . ... oot 1 34 37 "47.9 84 40 44 47.6
12001-15000. .. ..........cooveinntn 35 21 14 60.0 37 11 26 29.7
15001-andover. . .........ocveoueunn. 28 18 10 64.3 36 19 17 52.8
UnKNOwn. .o oovinveneneneaneenennnnn 51 18 33 35.3 22 38 36.7
continued
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5B. 13-Week Followup (continued)

Test group Control group
Characteristics Total Em. Unem-  Percent Totai Em- Unem-  Percent
© followup  ployed  ployed employed | followup ployed  ployed  employed
© records records
Total respondents. ......... .. 422 205 217 48.6 508 225 283 44.3
Barriers to reemployment (pre-SPRUCE)
Too old or too young................. 30 14 16 46.7 51 17 34 33.3
Laek of educatton.................... 21 14 7 66.7 27 15 12 55.6
Lack of skill training. . ............... 39 15 24 38.5 37 14 23 37.8
Lack of experience................... 12 4 8 "3.3 21 12 9 57.1
Obsolete skill. . ...................... 1 — 1 — 3 1 2 33.3
Health problem...................... 21 7 14 33.3 30 8 22 1 26.7
Transportation...................... 14 4 10 28.6 15 9 6 66.7
Careofchild........................ 3 2 1 66.7 2 — 2 —
Other..............coiiiiviiin.. 158 8¢ 78 50.6 156 79 7 50.6
None.....oooooviiiiiii i, 120 64 56 53.3 158 69 89 43,7
Unknown....................coou. 1 2 33.3 4 — 4 —
Poverty level classification
Receiving public assistance............ 9 3 6 33.3 11 4 1 36.4
Substandard income.................. 29 9 20 31.0 26 11 15 42.3
Above poverty level.................. 383 192 191 50.1 471 210 261 44.6
Unknown....................oouun. 1 1 - 100.0 — - — L
Reason for becoming unemployed
Seasonal............................ 26 14 12 53.8 47 16 31 34.0
Irregular............ccooiviinnann.., 98 52 416 53.1 154 87 67 56.5
Cyclical .. .......................... 67 37 30 55.2 58 31 27 53.4
Structural . .. ....................... 110 56 54 50.9 100 40 60 40.0
Technological . . ..................... 29 11 18 37.9 27 12 15 4.4
Frictional. .......................... 53 23 30 43.4 70 25 45 35.7
Reduced employability............... 38 11 27 28.9 52 14 38 26.9
Unknown........................... 1 1 — 100.0 — — — —
Termination status
Exhaustion. .. ...................... 277 94 183 33.9 368 121 247 32.9
Towork................. 104 95 9 91.3 103 87 16 84.5
Expiration of benefit year 14 8 6 57.1 14 9 5 64.3
Disqualified......................... : 5 2 3 40,0 2 2 — 100.0
Enrolled in training. ................. 4 2 2 50.0 2 1 1 50.0
Ceasedtofile........................ 16 2 14 12,5 18 5 13 27.8
Active, returned to local office. . ....... 1 1 — 100.9 1 — 1 —
Active, retained ... .................. 1 1 —_ 100.0 — — — —
Unknown...........coooiiiiiinninnn. — —- — — — — - —
Prior interruption for work
Prior interruption. ................... 122 65 57 53.3 156 86 0 55.1
No prior interruption. ... 299 139 160 46.5 352 139 213 39.5
Unknown.............. 1 1 — 100.0 — — — —
For those emploved:
Source of placement
Recalled by former employer.......... X 25 X X X 36 X X
NYS Emp. Ser. (incl. SPRUCE)....... X 37 X X X 10 X X
Personaleffort....................... X 132 X X X 173 X X
Self-employed....................... X 5 X X X 3 X X
Iaarmed forees. ..................... X — X X X — X X
STEP. ..., X 1 X X X 1 X X
DVR. ..o i i X - X X X 1 X X
Unknown........................... X 5 X X X 1 X X
continued
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13-Week Followup (continued)

Test group Control group
Characteristics Total Em- Unem-  Percent Total Em- Unem-  Percent
Jollowup  ployed  ployed employed | followup ployed  ployed  employed
records records
Total respondents............ 422 205 217 48.6 508 225 283 4.3
For those not employed:
Seeking work........................ X A 178 X X X 247 X
Not secking work.. .................. X X 36 X X X 35 X
Unknown....................0vven X X 3 X X X 1 X
Reason for not seeking work
Starting new business X X — X X X — X
Health,................ X X 17 X X X 9 X
Awaiting recall...................... X X X X X - X
Injail..............oo i X X — X X X — X
Attending school or training........... X X 6 X X X 10 X
Strike. .0 X X 1 X X X — X
Disinterested. .. .. ................... X X —_ X X X — X
Pregnancy.......................... X X 3 X X X 3 X
Withdrew from labor market.......... X X 4 X X X 4 X
Left area; deceased. . ................ X X — X X X — X
Other..............cociiviiiin.s X X 4 X X X — X
Unknown..........ooiivnnninnnnn X X 1 X X X 9 X
Barriers to reemployment (at Followup)

s T P X X 39 X X X 52 X
Teo old or too Young. ............... X X 18 X X X 16 X
Lack of eduecation. ................... X X 3 X X X 1 X
Lack of ekill or training. . . ........... X X 1 X X X 2 X
Lack of experience. .................. X X 1 X X X 3 X
Obsolete skill. ....................... X X — X X X —_ X
Health. . ...................... .. ... X X 29 X X X i1 X
Personal.....................covuvns X X — X X X — X
Transportation...................... X X 2 X X X — X
Childeare. .....................L0 X X 3 X X X 2 X
Carc of other family member.......... X X 3 X X X 1 X
Convictionrecord.................... X X 2 X X X 2 X
Garnishment........................ X X - X X X — X
No work available................... X X 93 X X X 153 X
Strike.. ... X X 1 X X X 1 X
Discharged, unfavorable reference.. . . .. X X 1 X X X 1 X
Pay being offered 100 low............. X X 2 X X X — X
Available for part-time only X X 4 X X X 3 X
Unknown.............coovvvininnns X X 15 X X X 35 b 4
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Table 5. Employment Status of SPRUCE Claimants

at Three Followup Intervals by Claimant Characteristics

C. 26-Week Followup

Test group Control group
Characteristics Total Em. Unem- Percent Total FEm- Unem-  Percent
Jollowup  ployed  ployed  employed | followup  ployed  ployed  employed
records records
Total respondents............ 379 206 173 54.4 479 216 263 45.1
Employability
Jobready..............o i 283 158 125 55.8 347 162 185 46.7
Not job-ready....................... 96 48 43 50.0 132 54 78 40.9
UnKRBOWIL. . o vt ov et eee e iee i — — _— — —_ — — —
Age
Under 34 years. .. ......oooivvnennnn 166 100 66 60.2 186 93 93 50.0
35-4dyears. ... ...oiiiii e ki 45 32 58.4 93 42 51 45.2
45-54 years........ovi i 88 45 43 51.1 121 57 64 47.1
55-64 YEArS. ...t ir e 48 16 32 33.3 79 24 55 30.4
65and OVer. . ..o eveen e cannaasrens —_ — —_ —_ -— — — _
Sex
Male. . ... e 183 120 63 65.6 245 130 115 53.1
Femalc......oovireineinniaen, 196 86 110 43.9 234 86 148 36.8
Education
07 ¥Ears. .c.ovvvvvarneennnnnenns 21 10 11 47.6 32 10 22 31.3
Bycars.......o.oieniiiiiie 43 16 27 37.2 55 25 30 45.5
91l years. . ...ovoiiien e 108 57 51 52.8 137 56 81 40.9
L 131 ! 57 56.5 153 68 85 4.4
Over 12 years......cooovvvnininnn. .. 76 49 27 64.5 102 57 45 55.9
Unknown.....oovivvinnviininnnenns — — ~ — — — —_ —
Disadvantaged status
| 33 12 21 36.4 35 9 26 25.7
NonHRD........oovieiiiiieeenes 345 193 152 55.9 444 207 237 46.6
Unknown. ... ..oovvvieeeeenunrneenens 1 1 — 100.0 — — — —
Benefit statns at enrollinent
13th Certification 40 21 19 52.5 55 a2 23 58.2
14th Certification 51 36 15 0.6 7 34 a 47.9
15th Certification 49 23 26 46.9 47 18 29 38.3
16th Certification 43 17 26 39.5 58 32 26 55.2
17th Certification 49 24 25 49.0 74 30 44 40.5
18th Certification 73 47 "6 61.4 79 3 48 39.2
19th Certification 49 26 23 53.1 70 28 42 40.0
20th Certification. .. ................. 25 12 13 48.0 25 11 14 44.0
Ethnic group
WHItE. . oot et i, 290 163 127 56.2 388 179 209 46.1
Negro. ..o vvieinenniiiniinen, 82 38 44 46.3 87 34 53 39.1
Puerto Rican........................ 5 4 1 80.0 4 3 1 5.0
Other. . ...ov it 2 1 1 50.0 —_ — — —
Veicran status
VCloram. - o ovvee e 100 65 35 65.0 144 7 67 53.5
Non-veteran.........cooovveunenen.s 279 141 138 50.5 335 139 196 41.5
Handicap status
Handicapped.............oooiniien.. 42 19 23 45.2 56 21 35 37.5
Not han&lcapped .................... 337 187 150 55.5 423 195 228 46.1
Family income in 1969
$0-1800. . ... . e 11 3 8 27.3 11 3 8 27.3
1801-3600. . ..... 40 21 19 52.5 46 16 30 3.8
3601-5400. . ......cciiii e 55 21 34 38.2 73 35 38 47.9
5401-7200. . . ... coeiiie e 46 32 14 69.6 71 33 38 46.5
7201-9000. . .......ov v 60 36 24 60.0 1 35 36 49.3
9001-12000. . .......coviiia 66 39 27 59.1 82 38 44 46.3
12000-15000. . ... oo et 28 17 11 60.7 34 15 19 4.1
1500 and over. . ......covvieeninan. 26 19 7 3.1 35 17 18 48.6
Unknown.....oovvevenennereeneennns 47 18 29 38.3 56 24 32 42.9
continued
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3C. 26-Week Followup (continued)

Test group Corntrol group
Characteristics Total Em- Unem-  Percent Total Em- Unem-  Percent
Jollowup  ployed  ployed employed | followup ployed  ploved employed
records records
Total respondents............ 379 206 173 54.4 479 216 263 45.1
Barricrs to reemployment (pre-SPRUCE)
Too old or too young................. 28 14 14 50.0 48 16 32 33.3
Lack of edueation.................... 20 15 5 20.0 30 12 18 40.0
Lack of gkill or training. .. ........... 34 17 17 50.0 36 15 21 41.7
Lack of expericnee................... 12 8 4 66.7 21 11 10 52.4
Obsolete skill........................ — — — — 2 1 1 50.0
Health problem...................... 19 8 11 42,1 29 8 21 27.6
Transportation...................... 13 3 10 23.1 14 7 7 50.0
Careofehild........................ 3 1 2 33.3 2 1 1 50.0
Other....coovvviii i, 3 1 2 33.3 6 1 5 16.7
NOME. .o vt vteeieeteieeineneennanns 110 65 45 59.1 144 70 74 48.6
Unknown...............ccouvvvnann. — — — — —_ — —_ —
Poverty level elassification
Receiving public assistance............ 9 2 7 22.2 12 2 10 16.7
Substandard income.................. 24 10 14 41.7 23 7 16 30.4
Above povertylevel.................. 345 193 152 55.9 444 207 237 46.6
Unknown......ooovieeeinnneiennnni 1 1 — 100.0 — — — —
Reason for becoming unemployed
Seasonal......c.oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 25 14 11 56.0 42 12 30 28.6
Irregular. . ... cooviiie i 84 50 34 59.5 141 79 62 56.0
Cyelical . . ....... ...t 58 35 23 60.3 61 33 28 54.1
Struetural . .. .................ou... 103 58 45 56.3 96 42 54 43.8
Technological .. ..................... 27 13 14 . 48.1 27 14 13 51.9
FrielionaF ........................... 46 25 21 54.3 62 26 36 41.9
Reduced employability............... 33 10 25 28.6 50 10 40 20.0
Unknown.......ooiiiiinennnnenniens 1 i — 100.¢ — — —_ —
Termination status
Exhaustion. . ..........covviieneinn 248 102 146 41,1 349 120 229 34.4
Towork..ooeeuie e cireeeenannns 100 S5 10 90.0 100 81 19 81.0
Expiration of benefit yetr............. 8 5 3 62.5 10 7 3 70.0
Disqualified......................... 5 2 3 40.0 2 1 1 50.0
Enrolled in training.................. 3 3 — 100.0 2 —_ 2 —
Ceased to file........... e 14 3 11 21.4 15 7 8 46.7
Aetive, returned to loeal offiee........ 1 1 — 100.0 1 — i —
Aetive, retained..................... — - —_ — — — — —
p Unknown....ooovviiiiieiiiennnn.n. —_ — — — — — — -
Prior interruption for work
Prior interruption. ................... 101 64 37 63.4 140 82 58 58.6
No prior interruption................ 2717 141 136 50.9 339 134 205 39.5
Unknown........oooieeeeneeeeennnn. 1 1 — 100.0 — — — —
For those employed:
Source of placement
Reealled by former employer.......... X 24 X X X 32 X X
NYS Emp. Serviee (incl. SPRUCE).. .. X 33 X X X 10 X X
Personal effort....................... X 136 X X X 171 X X
Self-employed. . X 6 X X X — X X
In armed forces X 1 X X X — X X
TR, et X 1 X X X — X X
DV R et it X — X X X 1 X X
Unknown........oovvierineeennnnnnn X 5 X X X 2 X X
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SC. 26-Week Followup (continued)

Test group Conrrol group
Characteristics Total Em- Unem-  Pereent Total Em- Unem-  Percent
followup  ploved  ployed  employed | followup  ployed  ployed  employed
records records
Total respondents. ......... 379 206 173 54.4 479 216 263 45.1
For those not employed:

Seeking work............ ... X X 139 X X X 228 X
Not secking work............. ... X X 33 X X X 35 X
Unknown......................... X X 1 X X — X

Reason for not secking work
Starting own business. . .......... .. X X — X X X — X
Health........................... X X 15 X X X 8 X
Awaitingrecall .. .................. X X 1 X X X 1 X
Injail ... ..o X X — X X X — X
Atteading school or training......... X X 4 X X X 8 X
Strike............. X X - X X X - X
Disinterest. ....................... X X — X X X — X
Pregnancy..................... ... X X 4 X X X 1 X
Withdrew from labor market. .. . . ... X X (] X X X 2 X
Left arca; deceased. .. ............. X X — X X X 1 X
Other. ..., X X 2 X X X — X
Unknown......................... X X 1 X X X 14 X

Barrier to reemployment (at Followup)
None.................... ... ... X X 22 X X X 32 X
Too old or too young............... X X 14 X X X 20 X
Lack of education.................. X X 2 X X X 2 X
Lack of skill or training. . .......... X X 3 X X X 2 X
Lack of experience. ................ X X 1 X X X 4 X
Obsolete skill................... ... X X — X X X - X
Health. ....................... ... X X 23 X X X 11 X
Personal............. e e X X 1 X X X — X
Transportation. . ............... ... X X 4 X X X 2 X
Childeare. ....................... X X 2 X X X 2 X
Care of other family member. ... . ... X X 1 X X X 2 X
Conviction record. .. ............... X X - X X X 1 X
Garnislinent. . .................... X X - X X X — X
No work available................. X X 80 X X X 153 X
Strike. ... o X X — X X X — X
Discharged, unfavorable reference. . . X X 2 X X X 1 X
Pay being offered too low, . ......... X X 2 X X X — X
Available for part-tine only......... X X 4 X X X 3 X
Unknown........................ . X X 12 X X X -28 X
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UL f R . NAIORKL
LOCAL INSURANCE OFFICE
ADDRESS: SPRUCE
200 Franklin St.
Buffelo, N.Y.
14202

- - SSA No.

Dear

As part of a study to improve services to Unemployment Insurance clalmants,
we are asking for the information indicated below from persons who have recently
received benefits. You can help us by completing this form and returning it in
the enclosed self-addressed envelope. No postsge is needed. Thank you for
your cooperation.

Lewis M. Bell, Director.
1. You last reported to this Unemployment Insurance Office on

Have you had any employment since that date? Yes No
2. Are you now employed? Yes No
If YES, please complete: Date started to work .

Neme of employer

Have you worked for this employer before? Yes No
Weékly or hourly rate of pay $ Per _ . Hours per week .
3. If not now employed, are you still seeking work? Yes No

—— ———_ w—

If not seeking work, why?

~ §TR-3x (6~70) USE YOUR"NIEW YORK STATE EXPLOYMENT SERVICE
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EBRKICYsTRE . RAIORAT LOCAL INSURANCE OFFICE
' ‘ADDRISS: SPRUCE
200 Franklin St.
Buffalo, N.Y.
14202

- - SSA NO.

Dear

Your answers to the following questions are an important part of a continuing
effort to improve the services of the Unemployment Insurance,program. Please
complete this form and return it in the enclosed self-addressed envelope.

No postsge is needed. Thank you for your cooperation.

Lewis M. Bell, Director

 — — ——— — " ——]
You last reported to this Unemployment Insurance Office on .
1. Are you now employed? Yes ' No . If yes, please complete:

Name of employer

Title of job Date started -

Weekly or hourly rate of pay $ ~ per . Hours per week

How did you get this Job?

- Have you worked for this employer before? Yes No

2. List other jobs you have had since the date you last reported:
Job Title Starting Date Ending Date

3. If not now employed:
a. Are you still seeking wnrk? Yes No

If not seeking woirk, why?

b. What do you feel is the reason for your being unemployed at the present
time?

o q ‘ - ‘
IERIC (6-70) | USE YOUR NEW YORK STATE EMPLOYMENT SERVICE
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INDIVIDUAL FOLLOW-UP_INFCRMATION (SPRUCE)

SS# : NAME ‘ FTR DATE

F 1 ' ‘F2 F3
(3 Week) . (13 Week) (26 Week)

Issue-date of F-letter
(or strike out) -

Record obtained? : i/— yes Lo/— no L1/— yés Lo/_ no L1/— ye;s & no
Now employed? If yes: [j yes [_/— no H yes /7 no /:7 yes 0 no
By a previous empioyer? [:7 yes [_7 no E yes :/ no D- yes [__/ no
Occupation changed? /7 yes [/ no :/ yes ﬂ no [ yes L/ no
Hourly rate of pay
Hours of work per wéek
S&nrce of plaéé;ent
Length of tiﬁe on job
to date (in weeks) \
Other jobs since last — — . :
report? L/ yes [/ no Number_ . _ _ Number

Weeks Worked Weeks Worked

If not now employed: —

Still seeking work? /L7 yes /] no 7 yes [7 no 7 yes [/ no

Reason, if not

Al

Barrier to reemployment
(code)

If 1k, specify




